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feat  what  they  are  allowed  to  bear  in  other  ptirti 
ef  Scripture  \  and  what  their  connexion  and 
other  circumftances  neceffarily  require  in  this. 
Laftly,  the  evidence  of  it's  being  a  vifion,  is 
much  ftrengthened,  by  the  rational  and  wife 
intentions  of  fuch  a  prophetic  reprefentation,  as 
a  predidion  and  forewarning  of  thofe  fevere 
trials,  to  which  Chriil  was  afterwards  to  be  ex- 
pofed.  Till  the  reafoning  on  thefe  feveral 
points  is  confuted,  I  (hall  not  be  withoui 
fome  faint  hope,  that  inftead  of  furnifliing  new 
prejudices  againft  the  Gofpel,  I  have  removed 
old  ones.  With  this  view  at  leaft  the  argu- 
ment was  undertaken  5  and  from  a  full  per- 
fuafion,  that  if  Chriftianity  was  dripped  of  all 
difguifes,  and  (hewn  in  her  native  fimplicity 
and  beauty,  juft  as  fhe  defcended  from  hea- 
ven ;  it  would  obviate  at  once  all  objedlions  tc 
her  divine  origin. 
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LETTER      I. 

Tuefday^  Nov,  25,   1777. 

Reverend  Sir, 

WHEN  I  firft  heard  of  your  Im- 
partial Inquiry  into  the  Cafe  of  tho. 
Gofpel  Demoniacs,  I  expefted  to  fee  the  fub- 
jedl  handled  to  advantage  :  for  though  I 
had  never  read  any  of  your  writings,  I  was 
no  ftranger  to  your  reputation.  It  was 
natural  for  me,  therefore,  to  conclude, 
that  your  learning  would  enable  you  to 
throw  new  light  upon  your  fubjed;  and 
your  benevolence  and  candour  prevent  you 
from  exceeding  the  bounds  of  moderation, 
in  your  treatment  of  thofe  who  differ  from 
you  in  opinion.  I  recolleded  with  plea- 
fure,  the  following  citation  from  your  book 
upon  Redemption,  in  a  work  of  the  very 
learned  and  worthy  Bifliop  of  Carlifle ;  viz. 
/  think  it  may  be  faid,    in  honour  of  the 

P  prefent 
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frefent  age^  that  controverfy  u  carried  on 
with  more  TfECE^CY  and  Goon  manners, 
than  in  any  former  period  of  time  that  can  be 
named''. 

With  thefe  prejudices  in  your  favour,  I 
fat  down  to  the  perufal  of  your  late  pub- 
lication ;  and  I  heartily  wifli  that  my  ex- 
pciftations  had  been  anfwered  '.  but  I  cannot 
feel  the  force  of  your  reafoning,  much  lefs 
-  can  I  applaud  the  temper  and  fpirit  you 
difcover.  Throughout  the  whole  of  your 
performance,  you  have  mifreprefented  my 
fentiments,  (through  inattention,  I  hope> 
rather  than  deiign)  and  fupplied  the  defedl 
of  argument  with  an  uncommon  meafure 
of  abufe. 

I  acknowledge,  however,  that  you  have 
paid  confiderable  attention  to  your  fubjefl:, 
and  have  offered  fome  things  upon  it  that 
may  deferve  to  be  coniidered.  At  the  fame 
time  I  am  fenfible  that  your  rank  and  cha- 
racter can  fcarce  fail  of  recommending  your 

^  Law%  Confideratlon^,  p.  244,  5th  edit,  in  the 
notes.  The  paffage  is  taken  from  Dr.  Worthington's 
Effay  on  Redemption^  p.  136,  2d  edit, 

work- 
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work  to  the  attention  of  the  public.  To 
the  public,  therefore,  and  to  you.  Sir,  it 
might  feem  difrefped:ful,  not  to  affign  the 
reafons  of  my  ftill  adhering  to  that  hy- 
pothefis  which  you  fo  feverely  condemn. 
Nor  am  I  altogether  without  hope,  that  by 
reducing  the  argument  of  my  EJfay  on  the 
Demoniacs  of  'the  New  Tejiainent  within  a 
narrow  compafs,  by  jfhewing  it  in  different 
lights,  and  efpecially  by  confirming  it  by 
fome  additional  obfervations,  I  may  poflibly 
leffen  even  Dr.  Worthington's  prejudices 
againft  it  ^  or,  at  leaf!:,  convince  others 
that  it  is  better  fupported  than  he  is  willing 
to  allow. 

Before  I  undertake  to  examine  your  r<fj- 
fonings  againfh  the  EJJ'ayy  it  will  be  necef- 
fary  to  take  notice  of  your  cenfures  of  its' 
au'lhor,  and  of  all  thofe  in  general  who 
maintain  the  fame  fentiments  with  him. 
Thefe  cenfures,  indeed,  may  feem  foreign 
from  the  fubjed:  in  difpute;  but  you  in- 
troduce them  fo  frequently,  and  manage 
them  with  fuch  addrefs,  that  were  they 
totally   overlooked,    they  might  have  an 
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undue  Influence  on  thofe  who  are  leaff  ca- 
pable of  judging  of  the  merits  of  the  con- 
troverfy  between  us,  and  of  determining  on 
whofe  lide  the  truth  is  to  be  found.  And 
while  I  am  attempting  to  eiface  the  ill  im- 
preffion  which  poffibly  fome  weak  minds 
may  have  received  from  your  falfe  ac- 
cufations,  many  obfervations  will  be  made 
relative  to  our  main  fubjedl. 

It  cannot  have  efcaped  your  obfervation^ 
Sir,  that  fcarce  has  any  prejudice  a  greater 
influence  in  perverting  the  judgment,  than 
that  arifing  from  the  charadter  of  the  perfons 
who  efpoufe  the  dod:rines  propofed  to  out 
belief.  The  veneration  that  men  have  for 
their  parents  and  tutors,  for  writers  of  great 
name  and  eminent  piety,  inclines  them  to 
adopt  all  their  opinions  at  once,  without 
examination.  On  the  other  hand,  they 
rejedt,  without  hefitation,  the  doctrines 
propofed  to  them  by  thofe  who  are  cen- 
fured  as  impious  and  prophane.  Fearing 
to  partake  of  other  men's  guilt,  they  dread 
conviction  as  a  crime.  Hence  it  is,  that 
Gontroverfial  writers,    inftead  of  anfwering 
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the  arguments  of  their  opponents,  too  often 
ftrive  to  render  their  perfons  odious  by  mif- 
reprefentation  and  calumny.  But,  is  it 
poffible  that  Dr.  Worthington  fliould  ftoop 
to  thefe  arts  of  controverfy  ?  Let  fadls  de- 
termine the  queftion. 

With  what  other  view  than  that  of 
creating  prejudices  againft  thofe  who  differ 
from  you  on  the  fubjedt  of  your  Inquiry y 
could  you  give  the  following  account  of 
them  in  general  ?  T-he  divinity  of  the  Holy 
Ghojiy  and  even  his  perfonality ,  is  denied,  I 
do  not  fay  by  this  writer,  but  by  others  of  his 
principles^.  It  might  be  putting  you  to 
great  difficulties  to  require  from  you  a 
proof  of  what  you  affert ;  and,  at  the  fame 
time,  would  be  wandering  far  from  our 
fubjedl.  Moft  certainly,  no  one  can  pof- 
fibly  infer,  either  from  men's  denial,  or 
from  their  belief,  of  demoniacal  poffeffions, 
what  fentiments  they  entertain  concerning 
the  perfonality  and  divinity  of  the  Holy 
Ghoft. 

^  Inquiry,  p.  70. 
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You  advance  farther,  and  fay/  It  Jhould 
he  ferioujly  confideredy  whether  the  fpeaking 
of  a  word  againjl  Chriji's  cajiing  out  devils  by 
the  Spirit  of  Gody  be  not  fpeaking  againft  him^ 
and  that  divine  Spirit  too.      In  order  to 
convey  into  the  minds  of  your  readers  the 
very  v/orft  impreflion  of  your  opponents, 
you  here  infinuate,    v^ith   an  air  of  great 
ferioufnefs,    that  they  may  be  chargeable 
with  the  heinous  guiit  of  blafphemy  againft 
the  Holy  Ghoft.      On  what  do  you  ground 
this  fufpicion  ?     Why,  it  feems,  they  deny 
(in  your  opinion)  the  fa6l,  that  Chrift  did 
caft  out  demons,  and  thereby  virtually  deny 
the  power  by  v/hich  he   did  perform  if*. 
You  well  know,    that    all   Chriftians    are 
agreed  in  referring  the  miracle  defcribed  by 
cajiing  out  demojis  (whatever  be  the  import 
of  that  expreiiion)  to    the  Spirit  of  God  ; 
and  that  the  difpute  between  them  refped:s 
merely  the  nature,    not  the  author  of  the 
miracle.      Of  blafphemy  againft  the  Holy 
Ghoft,    therefore,    none  of  them  can   be 
guilty,  according  to  your  own  account  of 

*  Inquiry,  p.  71.       ^  Inq.  p.  68. 
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it :  for  you  fay,  it  coniifted  in  afcrihing  the 
works  of  God  to  'the  devil\  Nay,  you 
affirm,  that  there  is  no  one  in  thefe  days  that 
can  befo  impious ^  as  to  attribute  the  works  of 
God  to  the  devilJ ,  Your  opponents,  there- 
fore, if  they  are  guilty  of  blafpherny  againft 
the  Holy  Ghoft,  are  more  impious  than  any 
one  in  thefe  days  can  be !  It  would  have 
founded  more  like  truth,  if  you  had  been 
content  with  faying,  as  furely  you  well 
might,  that  they  were  only  as  impious  as 
men  could  pojjibly  be,  or  were  in  great 
danger  of  becoming  fo.  As  a  friend,  per- 
mit me  to  advife  you  never  to  let  your 
calumnies  bear  upon  themfelves  their  own 
confutation  ;  which  they  are  fure  to  do, 
when  they  exceed  the  limits  of  poffibility. 
If  you  only  fay  of  thofe  who  differ  from 
you,  that  they  will  difpute  the  plaineft  things 
in  the  world^-,  that  they  are  hardened  againft 
co?2viBion^'y  that  they  are  iniquitous  and 
perverfe'';  and  that  their  opinions  are  fuch  as 
argue  the  height  of  impiety  to  conceive  ^\  all 

^  Inquiry,  p.  67.        ^  Inq.  p.  71.       s  Inq.  p.  63. 
^p.  41.     See  p.  75  i  p.  117.  ''p.  132. 
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this  may  pafs  with  thofe  who  take  every 
thing  upon  truft.  But  don't  infinuate,  that 
they  are  more  impious  than  any  man  can  be, 
left  it  fhould  hurt  your  own  credit.  Beg- 
p^ing  you  to  excule  this  freedom,  I  proceed 
to  obferve  that 

You  give  us  this  farther  account  of  thofe 
who  dixter  from  you :  Nor  was  there  any  doubt 
amon^ themi^'^x^  Heathensin  general, thean- 
cient  Jews,  and  the  primitive  Chriftians)  in 
this  refped  (in  refpedt  to  the  exiftence  of  de- 
mons, and  the  reality  of  their  pofieflions),  w/z- 
lefs  it  was  amorigjl  fuch  as  were  of  atheijlical 
or  libertine pri?2ciples^\  You  2idii/PomponatiuSy 
VaninuSy  Hobbes,  Spinofa,  and  Bekker,  who^ 
it  hath   been   obferved,  have  patronized  the 
opinion,    that  pojjejjions  were   nothing  more 
than  natural  difeafes,  are  all  well  known  to 
have    been  profane  and  atheijlical  writers. 
There     is  no    crime     in    agreeing    with 
atheifts    in   anv  innocent  opinion.     That 
under  our  prefent  confideration,  has  no  re- 
lation   to  athcnm.     Nor  is   it  true,    that 

*  Inquiry,  p.  214.         ^  Inq.  p.  214,  215. 
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atheifts  do  patronize  this   opinion  ;    they 
rather  take  occafion  from  the  oppofite  one, 
to  fortify  themfelves  in  their  irreligion ;  not 
)3eing  ahle  to  reconcile  it  with  the  wifdom 
and  goodnefs  of  God,  and  with  the  order 
of  nature.     It  is  the  ge,r>uine  theift  alone, 
that  from  an  earneft  deiire  of  vindicating 
the  ways  of  God  to  man,  i^  felicitous  to 
fhew,  that  reputed  pofleffions  are  natural 
difeafes.      The  famous   Bekker  undertook 
the  defence   of  this  opinion  ;    but  he  wa$ 
not,    what   you    falfely    represent    him,  a 
perfon  isoell  known  to  have  been  a  profane  and 
atheijiical  njoriter -,    but,    on    the  contrary 
one  who  was  well  known   to  have  been  a 
moft  ferious  Chriftian,  whofe  general  prin- 
ciples were  what  even  you  efleem  orthodox. 
He  was    a    man   of  admirable   parts  and 
learning,  a  moft  indefatigable  inquirer  after 
truth,  bold  and  fteadfaft  in  maintaining  what 
to  him  appeared  as  fuch,   at  the  hazard  of 
every  worldly  intereft.     His  enemies,  who, 
through    envy,    malice   and  bigotry,    fuf- 
pended  him   from  the   holy  communion, 
and  depofed  him  from  the  office   of  a  mi- 


nifter, 
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nifter,  never  raifed  a  fingle  objection  again  ft 

his  morals*. 

But  you  infift  upon  it,  that  the  anti- 
demoniac  fyftem  is  patronized  chiefly  byfuchy 
among  antients  and  moderns,  as  are  a  dij grace 
to  any  cauje^.  Can  you  review  this  lan- 
guage with  latisfad:ion,  when  you  recolle6l 

at  the  chief  patrons  of  the  fyftem  you 


*  I  do  not  bear  this  teflimony  to  Bekker,  becaufe  I 
jipprove  all  his  opinions  (for  to  me  many  of  them 
appear  erroneous),  but  for  the  fake  of  doing  juftice  to 
Jiis  injured  memory.  Let  not  thofe  who,  under  the 
bias  of  education,  have  adopted  popular  opinions,  be 
forward  to  difparage  men  of  the  moil  diilinguiflied 
abilities  ;  who,  from  an  ardent  and  unbiafTed  love  of 
truth,  fpared  no  pains  to  difcover  it,  and  were  willing 
to  fuiFer  difgrace  and  the  fevereft  perfecution,  rather 
than  zCi  contrary  to  their  convici:ion.  Hov/ever  mif- 
taken  on  fome  points  they  might  be,  yet  their  talents, 
and  efpecially  their  exalted  virtues,  entitle  them  to  the 
higheft  veneration  of  mankind.  It  is  with  equal  in- 
juftice  that  you  brand  Pomponatius  as  an  atheift.  His 
diftinguifhing  opinion  concerning  the  human  foul  has 
been  adopted  by  fome  of  the  moft  refpectable  perfons  in 
the  Chrillian  church.  It  is  unbecoming  a  perfon  of 
your  learning  and  liberality  to  deal  in  groundlefs 
fcandal. 

^  Inquiry,  p.  223, 
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condemn,   are  defervedly  ranked  amongft 
the  brighteft  ornaments  of  human  nature^  ? 
Is  it  without  reafon  that  Ariftotle  has  been 
ililed  the  prince  of  the  philofophers  ?    Can 
you  name  a    man  in    the  whole  heatheu 
world  fuperior  to  Hippocrates,  for  found- 
nefs  of  judgment  or  fincere  piety  ?    Whom 
amongft  his  opponents  will  you  weigh  in 
the  fcales  againft  Jofeph  Mede  ?    Scarce  is 
his  equal  any  where  to  be  found  in  com- 
pafs  of  theological  learning,  or  in  depth  of 
penetration.      Great  names  have  lately  ap- 
peared in  defence  of  his  opinion  ;    his  il-r 
luftrious  kinfman.  Dr.  Richard  Mead,  the 
learned  Dr.  Sykes,  Dr.  Arthur  Young,  Dr, 
Lardner"".    Thefe,    Sir,   are  the  chief  pa- 
trons of  this  opinion  ^    and  will  you  fay^ 
that  they  are  a  difgrace  to  any  caufe  ?   Re- 
trafl:  your  cenfure,  if  not  for  the  fake  of 
the  moderns,  yet  at  leaft  tofave  the  credit  of 
the  ancients   (of  which  you  are  fo  jealous)  * 
for  fome  even  of  the  Fathers,  though  in  their 
popular  difcourfes  they  alferted  the  reality 

^  See  Effay,  p.  155. 

™  See  alfo  Dr.  Douglas's   Criterion,  p.  263,  note, 
&nd  Boyle's  Le(ft.   fol,  ed,  v.  3.  p.  265. 

of 
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of  poffeffions,  yet  did  not  firmly  believe 
it.  St.  Auftin  fays,  "  perhaps  he  who  in 
truth  was  mad,  was  on  that  account 
thought  to  be  poffeiTed^  Jerome,  Theo- 
doret,  Cyril,  TheophylaS:,  Casfarius,  and 
many  other  ancients  often  ufe  the  fame,  or 
very  fimilar  language,  with  the  orthodox 
Bifliop  of  Hippo™. 

If  you  were  capable  of  abufing  the  chief 
patrons  of  the  antidemoniac  hypotheiis,  I 
may  well  forgive  your  virulence  againft  the 
Bioft  inconiiderable  advocate  for  it.  The 
pid:ure  you  have  drawn  of  me  is  not  a  very 
fiattering  one  ^  the  reader  lliall  judge  what 
likenefs  it  bears  to  the  original.  You  would 
perfuade  the  world,  that  I  condemn  fcrip- 
ture  doBrines  m  the  lu7np^  and  over-rule  the 
Scipture  itfelfy  in  a  decretorial  manner  "^ ;  be- 
caufe  I  do  not  fubmit  to  your  explications 
of  Scripture.  If  Rouffeau  is  offended  at 
the  fuppoiition,  that  Chrifl  wanted  to  learn 

i  Forte  revera  phreneticus  erat,  fed  propter  ifta  das- 
momnmi^Titi  putabatur,  Auguftln.  de  (7^;/^  ad  litter, 
xii.     17. 

^  Introdu^ion  to  EfTay,  p.  7,  note  (e)  ;  and  EfFay, 

^  Inquiry,  p.  292. 

of 
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bf  the  devil  what  his  name  was,  and  I  allow 
this  to  be  an  objec^Hon  againft  that  falfe 
fuppofition  ;  then  you  affirm,  that  I  treat 
the  infpired  penmen  no  lefs  difrefpeBfully  than 
that  unbeliever''  'y  though  you  knew,  that 
the  queftion  did  not  concern  the  refpeB  due 
to  the  Evangelifls,  but  their  meaning  only; 
and  that  I  was  attempting  to  affign  fuch  a 
meaning  to  their  language,  as  would  ef- 
fectually refcue  them  from  the  fcorn  of 
unbelievers. 

You  are  pleafed  to  join  me  with 
Celfus  (whom  you  juftly  call  07te  of  the 
bitterefi  ene?nies  Chrijlianity  ever  had)  ^  for 
you  fay,  you  are  truly  grieved  to  find  his  ca- 
lumny of  Mary  Magdalen  catched  up,  and 
fafiened  upon  her  by  a  wanifier  of  Chrifi  p. 
Profeffions  of  being  truly  grieved  for  the 
perfon  they  mean  to  injure,  are  the  ufual 
artifice  of  all  flanderers,  in  order  to  gain 
credit  to  fome  improbable  and  groundlefs 
calumny.  And  though  your  grief  may  be 
more  fmcere,  it  was  not  your  averfion  to 
calumny,  that  prevented  you  from  difcern- 

o  Inq.  p.  37  \  fee  alio  p.  24,  25,  314.    ?  Inq.  p.  85. 

ing 
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iiig  the  true  "ftate  of  the  cafe;  which  is  as 
follows  :  Celfus,  in  order  to  difparage  the 
evidence  of  Chrift's  refurredion,  afks,  WAo 
Jaw  him  after  he  was  7^ifen  with  the  marks  of 
his  crucifixion  ?  and  then  returns  the  fol- 
lowing anfwer:  Why^  a  difiraBed  womaji^ 
as  you  fayy  or  confef^.  This  expreffion 
implies,  that  Mary  Magdalen  was  diftradted 
at  the  time  of  Chrift's  appearing  to  her  after 
his  refurredtion  ;  and  therefore  was,  what 
Origen  reprefents  it,  a  calumny ',  that  had 
no  foundation  in  Scripure ' ;  for  fhe  was  in 
her  right  mind  at  that  time,  havinp-  been 
cured  long  before.  With  what  truth  then 
could  you  affirm,  that  I '  had  faftened  upon 

^  TK  'r'^ro  oloe;    (al.  sl^s  ;J   yvvv}  Trcc^oir^oi;,  .ug   (pxrlt       The 

laft  words  are  juftly  rendered  by  Spencer  (who  had  not 
your  end  to  anfwer,  by  perverting  their  obvious  mean- 
ing), ut  ipfi  fateminu  Origen,  c.  Celf.  1.  2.  p.  94* 
And  in  p.  96.  vejlrd  quoque  confejjtone.  The  expreflion 
is  not,  as  you  would  explain  it,  (Inq.  p.  85,  itote)  an 
infmuation^  but  a  dire61;  aflertion,  that  the  Chrift'ians 
acknowledged^  that  the  woman  was  d'Jiurbed  in  her  fenfes. 

'  Origen,  c.  Celf.  p.  96*      ^  Id.  p.  97.       '  EfTay, 
p.  105. 

her 
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jher  the  calumny  of  Celfus  ?  You  were  not 
ignorant,   that   I   cited  his  account  of  her 
merely   to  fhew,    that   the  expreffion    of 
Imving  Jeven  demo72S,  to  which  Celfus  here 
refers,  was,  in  ancient  times,  underftood  to 
denote   a   violent  phrenzy^     Thus    it  cer- 
tainly  was  underftood    by    Celfus ;    and# 
according     to     him,      by     the    primitive 
Chriftians.     Origen  does  not  intimate,  that 
Ihe  had  never  been  difturbed  in  her  fenfes  i 
nor    can     you.    Sir,    fay  fhe   never   had, 
whether  her  infanity  proceeded  from  natural 
caufes,  or  from  demoniacal  poffeffion.    Her 
former  diforder,  in  either  cafe,  implied  no 
refleftion  upon  her  moral  character,  which 
Celfus  fpared,  but  which  you,  without  any 
reafon,  have   impeached ;  accuiing   her  of 
having  been  a  great  and  enorjnous  Jin7ier  J^ 

You  farther  reprefent  the  author  of  the 
Effay,  and  thofe  who  broach  the  fame  opi- 
nions, as  ailing  the  part  of  confederates  with 
the  devib  j  as  bemg  the  emiJJ'aries  whom  he 
employs  to  argue^  and  banter  us  out  of  our 

«  Inquiry,  p.  83.  *  Inq,  p.  335. 
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belief  of  pojj^jjionsy  and  as  perfons  who  maj[ 
have  the  devil  at  their  elbow^y  and  you 
earneftly  intreat  them  to  confider  whether 
this  may  not  be  the  cafe.  When  the  lower 
part  of  mankind  reproach  one  another  with 
having  the  devil  at  their  elbows,  and  with 
having  the  devil  in  theniy  you  think  it  right 
to  reprove  their  profanenefs.  But  when 
you  fee  fit  to  adopt  their  language,  we  muft 
confider  it  as  the  efFufion  of  piety  and  be- 
nevolence. You  afTure  the  world,  after 
expreffing  your  concern  left  I  fhould  be 
guilty  of  the  irremifTible  fin,  \\\^X.  if  any 
brother  be  guilty  of  the  fn  that  is  not  unto 
deathy  he  hath  your  mojl  earneji  prayers  to 
Gody  that  it  may  not  be  imputed  to  him'''. 
This  is  kind;  almoft  beyond  belief  It  is 
indeed,  a  new  phenomenon  in  the  hiftory 
of  the  human  mind,  for  which  our  moral 
philofophers  will  find  it  difficult  to  account^ 
that  you  fhould  be  able  at  the  fame  inftant 
both  to  bear  the  fame  perfon  fo  much  ill- 

y  Inq.  p.  213.     See  alfo  p.  209,  2I0» 
=^  Inq.  p.  71,  72. 
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will,  as  ftudioufly  to  load  him  with  falfe 
accufations,  and  fo  much  good-will  as  to 
pray  moft  earneflly  to  God  for  his  pardon. 
Doth  afoimtain  fend  fbrth  at  the  fame  place 
fweet  water  and  bitter  "*  ?  In  this  cenforious 
age,  many  perhaps  may  be  too  forward  to 
fufpeft,  that  in  fome  cafes  airs  of  piety- 
are  affumed  to  impofe  upon  weak  minds, 
and  that  prayer  itfelf  is  nothing  more 
than  a  commodious  vehicle  for  flander. 
Inconfideration  is  the  only  apology  that 
can  be  made,  for  fuch  a  ftrange  mixture  of 
malevolence  and  Chriftian  charity. 

In  your  zeal  to  afperfe  the  author  of  the 
^f[ay,  you  fay,  that  to  a  fair  defer ipt ion  of 
our  Saviour  s  miracles  on  the  demoniacs^  I 
have  tacked  a  colleBion  of  the  lowy  indecejity 
juggling  tricks  of  profane  exorcifts  and 
magicians  ;  without  any  salvo  to  prevent 
their  being  paralleled  with  each  other  -y  and 
that  this  is  done  at  the  conclufion  of  my  per^^ 
formance,  that  the  idea  of  thefe  filly ^  arid  ridi^ 
culous  charms,  might  be  left,  in  a  manner^ 
laji  upon  the  minds  of  the  readers  \  You 
could  not  be  ignorant,  that  in  the  very  part 

^  James  iii,   ii.  *  Inq,  p.  219. 

C  of 


(    i8    ) 

of  the  Biffay  to  which  you  refer  on  this  oc- 
cafion  %  I  fet  myfelf  to  point  out  the 
manifeft  difference,  in  feveral  refpefts,  be- 
tween Chrift's  cure  of  demoniacs,  and  the 
juggling  tricks  of  prophane  exorcifts  %  on 
purpofe  to  prevent  their  being  paralleled 
with  each  other,  which  they  never  can 
be  on  my  principles,  though  they  may  on 
your's.  I  was  totally  at  a  lofs  to  account 
for  fo  very  extraordinary  a  mifreprefentation 
of  my  fentiments,  till  I  difcovered  your 
defign,  which  plainly  appears  from  what 
immediately  follows  the  foregoing  citation 
from  you  :  T^his  is  fuch  management,  as 
miiji  raife  the  indignation  of  every  ferious 
Chrijlian  ^.  Your  delign  was  as  honour- 
able, as  were  the  means  you  ufed  to  ac- 
complifh  it.     With  what  other  view,  than 

b  ElTay,  p.  408. 

«  The  difference  between  the  exorcifts  and  our  Sa- 
viour confifted,  as  was  ihewn  in  the  Eflay,  in  this  ; 
that  the  former  only  pretended  to  drive  away  demons^ 
by  the  ufe  of  certain  charms ;  the  latter  cured  thofe 
violent  diforders  anciently  afcribed  to  the  pofTeilion  of 
demons,  without  the  ufe  of  charms,  or  natural  reme- 
dies, by  a  fovereign  word  alone.     Effay,  p.  408 — 416. 

«*  Inquiry,  p.  219. 

that 
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that  of  awakening  an  unjuft  refentment  in 
every  honeft  man  againft  the  author  of  the 
mfayy  could  you  affirm,  without  any  colour 
for  the  accufation,  that  the  principle  which 
runs  through  ity  can  be  none  other  than  this^ 
or  to  this  effeEl :  that  it  is  allowable  to 
profefs  one  thing,  and  believe  the  contrary  ^  ? 

I  leave  it  to  you,  to  reconcile  your 
treatment  of  your  opponents  with  candour 
and  integrity.  Should  I  happen  to  forget 
the  refpe6l  due  to  your  age,  your  pro- 
feffion,  your  rank,  and  general  charadler  in 
life  ',  you  will  remember  that  you  have  fet 
the  example.  For  by  ftooping  to  the 
lov^eft  arts  of  controverfy,  you  forgot  the 
refpeft  that  you  owed  to  yourfelf. 

I  readily  allow,  that  even  to  you.  Sir, 
every  favourable  allowance  fhould  be  made, 
that  the  nature  of  the  cafe  admits.  '  Rather 
than    I    fliould    impeach   your  veracity  ^ 

I  would 

•  Inquiry,  p.  124. 

*■  I  cannot  (in  any  manner  honourable  to  you)  ac- 
count for  the  following  mifreprefentation  of  Mr.  Jo- 
feph  Mede,  however  ambitious  you  might  be  of  fup- 
porting  your  argument  by  his  great  a  thority.  You 
tell  the  world,  (Inq.  p.  185)    that  Mr.  Mede  fays, 

c  2  rbi 
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I  would  afcribe  your  defamatory  and  inju- 
rious language  to  the  influence  of  prejudice 
and   paflion,    (from  which  fcarce  are  any 

totally 

The  word  ^cni/,onov  is  in  the  Scripture  never  taken  in  the 
better^  or  indifferent  fenfe^    however  profane  authors   do 
life  it ;   hut  always  in  an  evil  fenfe^  for  the  devil^  or  an 
evilfpirit,     Thefe  are,  indeed,  the  very  words  of  Mr. 
Mede  5   and  you   refer  us  to  the  place  in  his  works 
where  they  may  be  found,  (which  in  the  fourth  edi- 
tion is  p.  634.)     This  has  the  appearance  of  fair  deaU 
ing.     Neverthelefs,    incredible    as  it  muft   appear   to 
fome,  Mr.  Mede's  opinion  was  the  very  reverfe  of  that 
which  you  afcribe  to  him  ;   for  the  point  he  undertook 
to  prove  was,  as  he  himfelf  exprefTes  it,  that  the  word 
^ak^oviov  is  fometimes  in  Scripture  taken  according  to  the  theo- 
logy of  the  Gentiles^  and  not  ahvays  for  an  evil  fpirit^ 
In  the  pafllage  that  you  cite  from  him  as  exprellive  of 
his  own  opinion,  he  profeiTes  to  be  only  ftating  an  ob^j 
je(Stion  againft  it ;  for  he  introduces  it  with  faying, 
fome  things  in  our  way  mu ft  fir Jl  he  chared.     And  after' 
flating  the  objection,  he  immediately  proceeds  to  an- 
fweritj  and  ihews  from  Afts  xvii.  18.  Rev.  ix.  13, 
I  Cor.  X.  21,  as  he  had  before  done  from  i  Tim.  iv. 
I,  that  demon  is  not  always  ufed   for  an  evil  fpirit. 
As  juftly,  Sir,  might  I  appeal  to  your  authority  in  fup- 
port  of.  my  opinion  on  the  fubje6i:  about  which  we  dif- 
fer, becaufe  you  fometimes  ftate  my  objedions  againft 
it ;  as  you,   on  the  fame  ground,  appeal  to  Mr.  Mede's 
Gulhordy  in   fupport  of  your  opinion,  which  he  dif- 
avows  and  refutes. 

As 
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totally  exempt,  but)  which  fo  diftort  the 
human  underftanding,  as  to  make  things 
appear  quite  different  from  what  they 
really  are.  But,  indeed.  Sir,  you  have 
taken  very  little  care,  to  exemplify  in  your 

As  little,  Sir,  am  I  able  to  account  for  the  follow- 
in<r  mifreprefentatlon  of  myfelf,  (Inquiry,  p.  i8o,  i8l, 
182.)  where  you  charge  me  with  artfully  infmuating^ 
that  the  facred  writers  themfelves  regarded    thofe   as 
deified  fpirits,  whom  the  Heathens  confidered  as  fuch, 
merely  becaufe  I  had  fald,  what  you  allow  to  be  true, 
that  the  facred  writers  employ  the  term  demon  to  de- 
fcribe  the  heathen  gods,    or  fuch  human  fpirits  as  the 
Gentiles  deified.     Such   an  injinuation  as  you  reproach 
me    with,     had    it    been     contained    in    my    words, 
could   not  have   proceeded  from  art^  but  muft   have 
been  the  fole  efFe6l  of  the  molt  extreme  folly  ;  becaufe 
it  would  have  been  a  contradi6lion  to  every  page  of  my 
writings.     But,  in  facft,  there  is  not  the  leaft  colour 
for  your  accufation  ;  for  befides  my  making  the  moft 
explicit  declarations    (Eflay,    p.  326,    and   in    other 
places)  that  the  prophets  of  God  gave  the  obje<Sls  of 
heathen  v/orfliip  the  fame  titles  as  the  Heathens  did, 
merely  to  chara6i:erife,  not  to   allow,  the  pretenfions 
of  thofe  objedts  of  their  wor/hip  ;    befides  this,  thofe 
very  pretenfions  were  exprefsly  rejedted  by  me,  upon 
the    authority   of  the  facred  writers ;    as   you    could 
not  but  know,  when  yqu  undertook  to  anfwer  what 
I    had    urged    to    fhew,    that  demons   were   nothing   in 
the  VJorld.     Such  mifreprefentations  as   thcfe  fiand  in 
need  of  an  uncommon  meafure  of  candour  and  indul- 
gence. 

C  3  own 
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own  conduct,  the  principle  you  v/ould 
eflablifh,  **  that  controverfy  is  carried  on 
in  the  prefent  age  with  more  decency  and 
good  manners,  than  in  any  former  period 
of  time/*  It  is  v>^ith  a  very  ill  grace,  that 
you  ^  reproach  the  firft  reformers  with 
^virulence  and  acrimony  in  their  controverlial 
writings.  Men's  pailions  were  at  that  time 
generally  agitated  in  an  uncommon  degree^ 
which  is  fome  apology  for  the  reformers. 

You  tell  your  opponents,  that  the 
qtiejiton  ought  to  be  debated  with  great 
caution  and  candour  ^.  Surely  candour  is 
due  not  only  to  you,  but  alfo  fro7n  you  to 
thofe  who  have  the  fame  reverence  for  the 
facred  oracles  with  yourfelf,  and  only  wifli 
to  clear  them  from  the  pbjedions  of  our 
common  adverfaries.  You  plead  your  good 
intention  *  in  your  own  favour,  when  you 
thought  yourfelf  treated  with  undeferved 
feverity  by  your  opponents.  Your  caufe 
would  not  have  fuffered  any  injury,   ha4 

8  Worthington  on  Redemption,  p.  J 36. 

^  Inquiry  p.  222. 

*  pr.  Worthington  on  Redemption,  p.  412.  note. 

you 
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you  defended  it  with  the  calmnefs  of  a 
philofopher,  and  the  candour  of  a  Chriftian. 
I  could  wirh  you  to  review  the  contro- 
verfy.  For  while  your  rnind  was  agitated 
by  ftrong  (but  groundlefs  ^)  refentments, 
how  was  it  poffible  for  you  to  hold  the 
balance  of  your  judgment  with  an  evea 
and  fleady  hand  ?  With  refpedl  to  your 
readers,  do  you  not  difcern  the  impropriety 
of  attempting  to  inflame  their  paiiions  and 
prejudices,  in  order  to  create  in  them  an 
equal  incapacity  of  judging  truly  concern- 
ing the  point  in  queftion  ?  This,  at  befl, 
was  a  needlefs  undertaking  :  for  the  pre- 
judices of  education,  which  were  all  on 
your  fide  of  the  queftion ',  do,  of  their 
own  accord,  obftruft  convidion  ;  and  are 
generally  too  ftubborn,  to  yield  to  the  moft 
forcible  reafoning,  and  the  moft  engaging 
addrefs,     lam.   Rev.    SIR, 

Your  moft  humble  fervant, 

H.    FARMER. 

^  I  may  borrow  your  complaint  againft  Dr.  Grey, 
77je  whole  ground  of  your  quarrel  vjith  me^  is,  thai  I  hav£ 
pre  fumed  to  differ  frofn  you.     Id.  ib. 

^  Incjuiry,  p.  117,  216. 

-       C  4  ,  L  E  T-^ 
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LETTER     IL 

Reverend  Sir, 

"^^  OIJK  abufe  of  the  advocates  for  the 
antidemoniac  Tyftem,  refleding  dif- 
honour  on  none  but  yourfelf,  I  fliall  drop 
the  fubjed:,  and  proceed  to  confider  your 
reajonmgs  againft  the  fyftem  itfelf.  It  will 
be  proper  to  begin  with  examining  your 
objections  againft  the  account  I  had  giver^ 

of  POSSESSING   DEMONS. 

What  the  author  of  the  mfay  undertook 
to  prove,  was  this  :  *'  That  the  poffeffing 
demons  Ipoken  of  in  the  New  Teftament, 
were  the  deities  of  the  Heathens,  or  fuch 
human  fpirits  as,  after  the  diffolution  of  their 
bodies,  were  fuppofed  to  be  converted  into 
demons."  On  the  other  hand,  you,  in 
your  Inquiry^  refer  poiTeffions  to  the  devil; 
you  aflert,  that  ^'  he  is  the  chief  author  of 
them*;  and  attempt  to  juftify  the  Englifh 

*  Inquiry,  p.  189,  190. 

tranflation. 
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tranflation,  in  rendering  the  Greek  word 
demon  by  devils'".  By  the  devil  you  un- 
derftand  the  chief  of  the  fallen  angels^ 
You  affirm,  "  That  as  God  is  the  author 
of  all  good,  fo  the  devil  is  the  author  of 
all  evil'';  and  that  ''  he  is  juftly  to  be 
reckoned  the  evil  principle  \'' 

In  fupport  of  his  opinion,  the  author  of 
the  EJfay^  obfcrves,  that  the  Scripture  never 
defcribes  more  than  one  evil  fpirit  by  the 
word  devil ;  and  never  reprefents  any 
perfons  as  poffeffed  by  the  devil,  or  by 
devils,  not  even  in  a  iingle  inftance,  not- 
withftanding  the  great  frequency  with 
which  the  evangel ifls  fpeak  on  the  fubje<9: 
of  poffeffions.  In  all  the  inllances  in 
which  the  term  devils  occurs  in  the  Eng- 
Jifh  tranflation  of  the  New  Teftament,  the 
original  word  is  demons^,  and  not  that 
from  whence  comes  the  Englifh  word 
devil^.     In  order  to  determine  who  thefe 

^  Inquiry,  p.  152,  187.         *=  Inq.  p.  63,  227,  228. 
"  Inq-  P-  233.  ^  Inq.  p.  233,  306.  ^  Effay, 

ch.  I.  fedt.  I, 

demons 
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demons  were,  it  was  fhewn  In  the  EJJay^^ 
that  the  ancient  Heathens  and  Jews,  and 
the  primitive  Chriflians,  did  all  agree  in 
reprefenting  them  as  no  other  than  human 
fpiritSo  From  thefe  premifes,  the  follow- 
ing concliifion  was  drawn  ;  viz,  **  That 
the  facred  writers,  having  given  us  no 
notice  of  their  uling;  the  word  in  a  new 
or  peculiar  knky  did  certainly  employ  it 
in  reference  to  pofieffions,  in  the  fame 
fenfe  in  which  all  other  perfons  did."  To 
fuppofe  the  contrary,  would  be  to  fuppofe, 
that  they  intended  to  deceive  their  readers. 
It  is  the  more  neceffary  to  allow,  that  the 
Evafigelifls,  when  fpeaking  of  pofleffing 
demons,  did  not  refer  to  any  other  than 
human  fpirits,  as  they  knew  that  to  fuch 
fpirits  the  term  demons  was  applied  by  the 
Heathens,  ^  and  by  the  authors  of  the  Sep- 
tuagint.^  Nay,  they  have  themfelves  ufed 
It  to  defcribe  fuch  dead  men  as  the  fuper- 

»  EfTay,  ch.  I.   fe(3:.  2. 

k  Ads,  xvii.  18,  22.  DifTert.  on  Miracles,  p. 
203,  note  (^).  1  Deut.  xxxii,   17.     Pfalm.   cvi. 

37.     EiTay,  p.  223,  note  ('"). 

ftition 
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ftition  of  the  Heathens  deified'",  and  cor- 
rupt  Chriftians  have  propofed  as  objects  of 
worfhip ".  It  can  bear  no  other  meaning  in 
any  of  the  paffages  in  the  New  Teftament, 
in  which  it  occurs  without  having  any  re- 
lation to  pofleffions^  as  was  ihewn  by  a 
jdiftind:  examination  of  each\ 

I  now  proceed  to  conlider  your  feveral 
objections  againft  the  foregoing  account  of 
polTeffing  demons.  You  have  thrown 
them  together  in  fome  confufion ;  but 
they  may  all  be  comprehended  under  the 
following  diviiions ;  fuch  as  are  drawn 
from  the  heathen  philofophers,  from  the 
ancient  Jews,  from  Chrift  and  his  apoilles, 
and  from  the  primitive  Chriftians. 

I.  You  undertake  to  fhew,  that  {ooci^^m) 
demon  is  a  name  belonging  to  the  devily  and 
given  to  him  by  ancient  heathen  writers 
of  good  authority  "^^ 

AU*^  that  you  have  offered  under  this 
head,  you  feem  to  have  taken  too  much 

^  I  Cor.   X.  20,  21. 

^  J  Tim.  iv.  I.     Rev.  ix.  20.      EfTa)^,  p.  209,  ai8. 

•  lb.  208 — 219. 

p  Inq.  p.  153,  and  App.  328. 

^1  Inquiry,  p,  153—155,   159,  168. 

upon 
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upon  truft  :  for  you  do  not  always  cite  the 
words  of  your  authors  -,  very  feldom  refer 
to  the  places  in  which  their  words  may  be 
found ;  and  content  yourfelf  with  the 
account  given  of  them  by  others,  in  cafes 
in  which  you  ought  to  have  had  immediate 
recourfe  to  the  authors  themfelves.  You 
even  appeal  to  fpurious  books,  in  proof  of 
|:he  fentiments  of  the  authors  to  whom 
they  are  falfely  afcribed.  Such,  probably, 
is  the  Philojbphy  of  Oracles^  afcribed  to 
Porphyry';  and  fuch  certainly  are  all  the 
works  that  pafs  under  the  name  of  Hermes 
Trifmegiftus.  The  learned  Bifl:iop  of 
of  Gloucefter,  and  others,  fuppofe  the 
latter  to  be  in  part  the  forgery  of  fome 
heretical  Chriftian*.  Neverthelefs,  inftead 
of  giving  your  readers  notice  of  this,  you 
fet  out  with  declaring,  that  you  made  your 
appeal  to  w^riters  oi  good  authority^ -,  and 
even  diftinguifh  Hermes  from  the  reft,  as 
a  very  ancient  authority''.  You  have  my 
leave,    however,    to  avail  yourfelf  of  all 

'  See  Lardner's  Jewilh  and  Heathen  Teftlm.  vol.  iii. 
ch.  xxxvii  ^  Div.  Legat.  vol,  I.  part  2,  p.  233,  5th 
edit.  *  Inq.   p.  153.  "  Inq.  p.  154. 

your 
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your  authorities ;  but  you  will  fcarce  thank 
.  me  for  this  permiffion,  if  you  fee  fit  to 
weigh  the  following  particulars  : 

I.  Demon  is  never  ufed  by  the  Heathens  as 
the  proper  name  of  any  one  particular  being. 
It  is  a  word  of  general  import,  denoting  a 
deity^''  'y  and  employed  indifferently,  in  a 
good  and  in  a  bad  kntc  '^ ;  as  is  acknowledg- 
ledged  by  Plutarch^,  in  that  very  treatife  to 
which  yourefer,  as  containing  a  proof,  that 
demon  is  a  name  to  which  the  devil  is  emi- 
nently^ intitled.  So  far  is  it  from  being  true, 
as  you  afHrm,  that  he  may  be  called  demon 
paramount^  'y  that  the  fupreme  deity  of  the 
Heathens,  Jupiter,  flyled  The  Killer  of 
the  world y  is   called  the  greatejl  demon  ^  ^ 

The 

*■  DifTert.  on  Miracle?,  p.  174. 

^  Ibid.   p.  204.     Plato  (Convivium,     p.   327.   ed,    Fi- 
cini.  Lugd.  1590)  fays  there  were  different  forts  of  demons, 

hv'ro\  0'/)  hi  ha,iu.;nq  Tro^T^o)  y.a,l  TroivrooccTroi  Blav, 

y  De  If.  &  Ofir.  p.   36c,  361.  ru  6^b  L'ko  r^v  o-uiij.6vcjv  tcoo^' 

^  >iar  B^oxy,v,  Inquiry,  p.  153. 
^  Inquiry,  p.  154. 

^  Tlavreg    ovv  ot   Hccroc  Toy?  TQiraq  crvva^^ovr£<;  too  (jL£y\^u  ^uiuovt 

Seoj.  Omnes  igitu.-  fecundum  loca  una  cum  dsmone  maxi- 
,mo  imperium  tenent  dii,  Plato  in  Politico,  jfupiur,  the 
father  of  gods  and  men,  is  called  a  demon  by  Hefiod    (de 

Scuto 
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The  word  demon  is  often  ufed  as  equi- 
valent   to   gody^    by    Homer,    and    other 
writers ;  though  the  Heathens  fometimes 
diftinguifhed  between  gods  and  demons*. 
When  it  is  ufed  in  a  bad  i^nk,  fome  epithet 
is  joined  with  it  ;   but  it  is  not  then  ap- 
propriated to  any  one  evil  demon  in  par- 
ticular.    So  far  is  it  from  being  true,  that 
demon  was  a  name  peculiarly  belonging  to 
the  devil,     amongft    the   Heathens,    that 
had  they  had  any  knowledge  of  him,  they 
could  no  more  diftinguifli  him  by  this  name 
from  other  demons,  than  they  could  di- 
ftinguifli Peter  or  John  from  the  reft  of  the 
human  fpecies,  by  calling  him  a  man. 

2.  When  the  word  demon  is  applied 
to  wicked  fpirits,  we  are  not  from  hence  to 

Scuto  Herculis,  v.  89,  94,  103,)  and  Theognis,  (Sentent. 

V.  149)  and  others. 

*  fl-,- 

*  Plutarch,  p.  361,  fpeaks  of  fome  who  were  chang- 
ed from  demons  into  gods,  and  of  others  who  were 
worfhipped  with  the  honours  due  to  both.     See  Dlf^ 

fert.  on  Miracles^  P»  183. 

b  Such  as  ^:ax.  ,  and  ■a.vyo'.  See  Dijfcrt.  on  Miracles^ 
p.  205.  in  the  note.  Good  demons  are  alfo  diftinguifh- 
cd  by  fuitabit  epithets. 

conclude. 
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conclude,  that  thefe  fpirits  were  originally 
of  a  higher  order  than  mankind.     For  it 
was    a    very   prevailing    opinion    amongft 
the  ancient  philofophers,   that  as  the  de- 
parted fouls   of  good   men   became   good 
demons,  fo  thofe  of  v/icked  men  became 
wicked   demons  ^      Neverthelefs,    when- 
ever you  meet  with  a  wicked  demon%  in  the 
writings  of  the   Heathens,   you   inftantly 
conclude    that    the    devil    was    intended, 
though  you  are  forced  to  own,  that  they 
could  have  no  knowledge  of  him  ^     You 
even   fuppofe,    that    thofe   who   delivered 
oracles  were  infpired  by  a  devil  ^ ;   evident 
as  it  is,   that  the  heathen  gods,  to  whom 

^  Difiert.  on  Miracles,  p.  208.  Compare  the  cita- 
tion from  Philo.  p.  207,    note  (^) 

*  You  cannot  infer  /nenly  from  the  mention  even  of 
ivil  angels  in  the  v/ritings  of  the  ancients,  that  apoftate 
angels  are  intended.  The  Heathens  called  the  fame 
fpirits  indifferently  angels,  or  demons,  or  heroes.  Dif- 
fer t,  on  Miracles^  p.  181. 

^  See  Inquiry,  p.  162.  Plato,  you  fay,  confeffed 
that  the  knowledge  of  them  (demons),  and  of  their 
origin,  was  above  his  comprehenfion. 

«  Ap.  to  Inq.  p,  317, 

oracles 
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6racles  were  moft  commonly  afcribed,  were 

deified  men  ''. 

3.  The  moft  that  all  youi*  authorities 
will  prove,  is,  that  feveral  of  the  heathen 
philofophers  afferted  the  exiftence  of  evil 
demons,  of  a  nature  fuperior  to  the  human 
fpecies ',  and  their  fubjedlion  to  a  prince 
and  ruler.  This  faft  may  be  fupported> 
though  not  by  the  fpurious  teftimony  of 

^  EfTay,  p.  22. 

J  I  admitted  (EfTay,  p.  49.  note),  th^t  fiver  til  phi* 
jofophers  taught  that  the  heathen  demons^  or  deities* 
were  not  really  deities,  or  gods,  but  evil  fpirits,  of  a 
rank  fuperior  to  mankind.  But  you  mifreprefent  me, 
when  you  fay,  Inq.  p.  172,  "  that  1  acknovv^ledge  the 
wifeji  and  beji  of  the  ancient  philofophers  taught,  that  the 
demons  in  geyieral  were  evil  fpirir.s  of  a  rank  fuperior  to 
mankind."  in  another  place,  you  ftill  more  grofsly  mif- 
reprefent me,  as  mam  taming,  "  that  dem.ons  were 
always  taken  to  fignify  departed  fouls,"  Inq.  />.  161.  I 
never  faid  this  of  any  but  pojfei'ing  demons.  And 
though  I  admitted,  that  feijeral  philofophers  afferted 
the  e?cifl:ence  of  fuperior  demons,  I  never  imagined 
that  thefe  philofophers  were  wifer  than  the  reft,  or  that 
they  believed  there  were  no  ether  demons  than  thofe  of 
the  higheli  .order.  Inilead,  therefore,  of  admitting; 
your  charge  of  having  contradidled  myfelf,  I  might 
complain,  wiih  no  fmall  reaibn,  of  your  mifrepre. 
fentatioa, 

Hermes 
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Hermes  and  Porphyry,  yet  by  that  of 
other  writers  ".  But  though  we  admit  the 
fa(ft,  we  can  not  allow  the  confequence 
you  would  draw  from  it,  that  all  evil 
demons  were  ejleemed  to  be  7ione  other  than 
fallen  angels ^  long  before  the  Gofpel  appeared 
in  the  world\  For  we  have  feen  that  the 
Heathens  taught,  that  many  human  fouls 
became  wicked  demons.  As  to  their  fu- 
perior  demons,  you  haVe  not  (hewn  that 
they  are  the  ftme  With  the  fallen  angels, 
referred  to  in  Scripture.  This  is  a  point 
you  can  never  prove ;  and  which  I  would 
caution  you  againft  attempting  to  prove, 
left  you  fhould  hurt  your  own  caufe.  For 
thefe  demons  were  coniidered  by  the 
Heathens  as  the  authors  of  evil  to  man- 
kind j  and  were  worfhipped  by  them  as  gods '". 
Now,     the    Scripture     afferts    the     utter 

^  See  DifTert.  on  Miracles,  p.  183,  204,  in  note  {j)^ 
and  p.  220,  note  ("■). 
i  Inq.  p.  154,   155. 

"^  The  Heathens  divided  {to  ^iTov)  the  godhead  into 
divinities  beneficial  and  hurtful^  ^U  to  QxaTrlov  xai  to  a;(psXiiy, 
The  caco-demons  of  the  Greeks,  and  the  vejoves  & 
nurnina  Isva  of  the  Romans,  like  the  Arimanius  of  the 
Perfians,  and  the  evil  principle  of  other  eaflern  na- 
tions, were  worfhipped  un^der  the  characler  of  malignant 
beings* 

D  im^ 
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impotence  of  all  their  gods  $  and  iii 
dired  oppofition  to  the  notion  of  their 
beinof  the  authors  of  evil,  declares  that 
Jehovah  forms  the  light y  and  creates  dark^ 
nefs  :  that  he  makes  peace,  and  creates  evil'' . 
Some  fuppofe,  that,  in  this  paffiige,  there 
is  a  peculiar  reference  to  the  evil  principle 
held  by  the  Perfians.  Now,  if  this  evil 
principle  was  the  devil,  it  will  follow 
from  hence,  that,  according  to  Ifaiah,  the 
devil  can  not  be,  what  you  reprefent  him 
the  author  of  natural  evil.  Indeed,  the  pro- 
phet refers  all  natural  evil,  as  well  as  natural 
good,  to  God.  Moll  certainly  the  demons, 
whom  the  Heathens  reprefented  as  the 
authors  of  all  evil,  do  not  anfwer  to  the  idea 
of  thofe  fallen  angels  who  are  confined  in 
chains  of  darknefs  to  the  judgment  of  the 
great  day.  And  even  were  it  true,  that 
the  higher  rank  of  demons  amongft  the 
Heathens  were  fallen  angels;  this  would 
not  ferve  your  purpofe  : 

4.  For  after  all  your  learned  refearches^ 
you  have  not  been  able  to  produce  a  fingle 
inflance  of  any  heathen  writer's  referring 
poffeffions    to    evil    demons    fupcrior    to 

"  If.  xlv.  7. 

man- 


(     3^     ) 

inankind  ;  though  one  fiich  inftaiice  Woiild 
have  ferved  your  caufe,  more  than  all  you 
have  bffered   in  it's   fupport.     You   fay  % 
^indeed,  that  '^  according  to  the  dodlrine  of 
the  Eflay,  the  twelve  greater  gods  %  vul- 
garly fuppofed  to  have  been  deified  mor- 
tals,  v^ere  poffeffing  demons.     But  thefe 
in    Plato's    eftimation    exifted    from    all 
eternity/'     Your   argument   proceeds    on 
two   fuppofitions    highly  extravagant^     It 
fuppofes,   that  becaufe    poflefling  demons 
were  confidered  by  the  Heathens  as  deified 
men  ;  therefore  all  deified  men  v^ere  poffef- 
fing demons  :  and  it  farther  fuppofes,  that 
we  are  to  form  our  judgment  of  the  twelve 
greater  gods,    by  the  fpeculations  ^  of   a 
philofopher  who  rejedled  the  common  opi- 
nion concerning  them,  merely  becaufe  he 
deemed    it   abfurd ;     rather  than    by  .  the 
whole  current  of  heathen  antiquity,  and 
the  declarations  of  Scripture,  Vv^hich  repre- 
fent  all    the   heathen   gods  as  dead   men* 
You  likewife  appeal  to  Apuleius  and  Por- 

•   Inq.  p.  162. 
?  Dii  majorum  gentium. 
-    <  See  Diflcrt.  on  Mir.  p.  189. 
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phyry  ',  as  defcribing  pofleffing  demons  as 
middle  powers  between  the  gods  and  men. 
The  latter,  according  to  your  own  account 
of  him,  fpeaks  chiefly  of  demons  entering 
the  bodies  of  men,  in  order  to  regale 
themfclves  with  human  ordure,  which, 
your  author  tells  you,  is  their  chief  delight. 
But  this  has  no  relation  to  pofleffions ' ; 
nor  can  I  conceive  why  you  mentioned  it, 
unlefs  it  was.  to  expofe  Porphyry  to  the 
contempt  of  your  readers.  As  to  Apuleius, 
you  could  fcarce  have  quoted  a  ftronger 
authority  againft  yourfelf.  The  heathen 
philofophers  held  that  there  were  different 
kinds  of  demons ' ;  that  fome  of  them 
were  fpiritual  fubftances  of  a  more  noble 
origin  than  the  human  race  ",    and   that 

^  Inq.  p.  163. 

«  You  fay,  (Inq.  p.  163.)  that  according  to  Por-' 
phvry,  *'  their  hozifes  were  full  of  demons,  and  their 
l?odies  likewife."  This  pafTage,  even  were  it  genuine, 
would  only  prove,  (what  will  be  fhewn  in  the  3d 
letter)  that  the  Heathens  did  not  efteem  every  thing 
polTeiTed  that  had  demons  in  it ;  for  thofe  houfes  which 
were  full  of  demons,  were  never  faid  to  be  pofTefTed. 
~=  Varias  fpecies  dasmonum  a  philofophis  perhiberi, 
Apuleius  De  Deo  Socratis,  p.  686,  687,  ed.  Delphin. 
See  above,  p.  29,  note  (''). 

•*  Id.  p.  684,  690.  others 
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others  had  once  been  men  *.  Of  both 
thefe  kinds  of  demons,  fome  (as  we  have 
feen)  were  good,  others  evil;  and  thofe 
of  each  kind  were  united  under  a  prince 
and  leader,  or  had  their  refpective  de- 
monarch^.  It  muft  be  obferved  farther, 
that  different  orders  of  demons  had  dif- 
ferent 

X  Eft  et  fecundo  fignificatu  fpecies  dasnionumj 
animus  hiimanus,  &c.  Id.  p.  688. 

y  That  fuch  demons  as  v/ere  of  human  origin  had  a 
prince,  according  to  the  Heathens,  appears  from  the 
Alceftis  of  Euripides,  where  Hercules  is  introduced  as 
faying,  i^^ocx^^  a-wx-^xq  ^ccy^iovoji  ruj  y^^xm^  which  the  fcho- 
liaft  explains  by  tw  to^v  viK^m  xyptw.  Thjs  prince  was 
palled  by  the  Heathens,  Pluto.  Could  any  credit  be 
given  to  the  forgery  that  pafTes  under  the  name  of  Por- 
phyry, (apud  Eufeb.  Praep.  Ev.  1.  4.  c.  23.)  the  prince 
of  the  higher  race  of  demons  was  called  Sarapis.  But 
according  to  Plutarch,  (de  If.  &  Ofir.  p.  361,  D.) 
Sarapis  was  no  other  than  Pluto.  Sammael  was  wpr- 
fhipped  by  the  ancient  Zabians  as  the  Prince  of  evil 
demons,  Hottingbr.  Hifl:.  Oriental.  1.  i.  c.  8.  The 
Perfians  had  their  Arimanius.  Plato  thought  that  the 
caufe  of  evil  was  the  moving  principle  that  refided  in 
matter.  (See  Bayle  under  the  article  Zoroafler),  This 
very  principle  is  called  by  Manes  (in  his  cpiftle  on 
the  foundation,  ap.  Aug.  contr.  ep.  Manich.  c.  15. 
n.  19.)  imrnanis  princeps  et  dux,  habens  circa  fe  in- 
numerabiles  principes,  quorum  omnium  ipfe  erat  mens 
atque  origo.  To  which  of  thefe  demonarchs  does  your 
idea  of  the  devil  anfwer  ?  The  independent  principle 
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ferent  ftatlons  and  employments  refp^c^? 
tively  affigned  them"^;  fo  that  thofe  of  one 
order  did  not  ufurp  the  office  of  another. 
To  v/hich  order  then  belonged  the  office 
of  poffeffion  ?  You  ilnall  learn  that  from 
your  own  voucher,  Apuleius*:  he  tells  us> 

of  evil  is  called  by  Plutarch  fDe  Placit,  Philof.  1.  i, 
C.  7.  p.  881-  E.)  an  evil  de?non.  But  you  juftjy  cen- 
fure  the  doctrine  of  two  independent  principles.,  as  both 
ahjurd  and  impious.  Worthington  on  Redemption,  p.4100 

^  See  Apuleius,  de  Deo  Socratis,  p.  677,  &;c.  h  p. 
689,  690.  Compare  Plato's  account  of  the  different 
functions  of  demons,  Oper.  p.  327,  ed.  Ficini.  Lugd. 
What  is  faid  above  concerning  different  orders  of  de- 
mons, is  true  concerning  demons  of  the  fame  order, 
or  fuch  as  vi^ere  of  human  origin  ;  they  had  different 
pfEces  affigned  them,  as  appears  from  the  following  note. 

*  Ex  lemuribus,  qui  poflerorum  fuorum  curam  for- 
titus,  placato  &  quieto  numine  domum  poffidet,  Lar 
dicitur  familiaris.  Qui  vero  ob  adverfa  vitae  merita, 
nullis  bonis  fedibus,  incerta  vagatione  ceu  quodam 
exilio  punitur,  inane  terriculamentum  bonis  homini- 
bus,  caetcrum  noxium  malis  :  id  genus  plerique  larvas 
perhibent,  p.  688,  689.  He  foon  after  adds,  Quippe 
tantum  cos  deos  appellant,  qui  ex  eodem  numero  jufte 
&  prudenter  vitae  curriculo  gubernato,  pro  numine 
poftea  ab  hominibus  proditi,  fanis  &  csremoniis  vulgo 
advertuntur  :  ut  in  B^eotia  Amphiaraus,  in  Africa  Mop- 
fus.  A  plain  proof  that  oracles  vi^ere  afcribed  to  huma;! 
fpirits. 

that 
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that  the  ghofts  of  the  deceafed  were 
diftinguiihed  by  different  names,  accord- 
ing to  their  different  funftions.  The 
harmlefs  ehofls  v/ere  called  lares ;  and  the 
mifchievous  ones,  larvce.  Now,  it  is  al- 
lowed on  all  hands,  that  the  larvati  were 
fo  called  from  larva ;  and  they  exadtly 
anfwer  to  the  demoniacs  of  the  New 
Teftament. 

I  have  now  examined  all  your  heathen 
authorities  5  and  have  fhewn,  th^-t  they 
are  either  fpurious,  or  foreign  from  your 
purpofe,  or  that  they  conclude  againft  you. 
How   little   reafon   then  had   you  to  re- 

prefent  me,  as  *^  feeming  to  adopt  the  opi-^ 
nion  of  the  Heathens  in  general,  in  op- 
poiition  to  that  of  the  philofophers ;  and, 
as  having  only  the  ignorant  vulgar  to  keep 
me  in  countenance^?"  Had  this  been  the 
cafe,  I  might  have  pleaded,  that  the  lan- 
guage of  the  New  Teftament  is  not  bor- 
rowed from  the  fchools  of  philofophy,  but 
from  common  life.  But  for  any  thing 
that  has  hitherto  appeared  to  the  contrary, 
the  learned  and  illiterate  were  all  of  one 

a  Inquiry,  p.  161. 
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opinion  on  the  fubjed:  before  us,  and  the 
demons  in  queftion  were  univ  erf  ally  con- 
fidered,  throughout  the  ancient  heathen 
world,  as  the  fouls  of  deified  men.  In  a 
word,  the  evidence,  and  that  as  clear  and 
cogent  as  can  be  defired,  is  all  on  one  fide 
of  the  queftion. 

I  agree  with  you,  that  the  writers  of  the 
New  Teftament  were  not  to  be  taught  by 
^unenlightened  Heathens^.  Neverthelefs> 
they  learned  the  meaning  of  words  in  vulgar 
ufe,  as  all  other  perfons  did,  and  employed 
them  in  the  fame  fenfe.  And  in  order  to 
know  whether  the  Greek  word  demon, 
when  employed  in  reference  to  poffeflion, 
did  univerfally  bear  one  uniform  meaning 
in  the  time  of  Chrift,  it  was  neceffary 
to  ihew,  how  it  was  underftood  by  the 
Heathens  as  well  as  by  the  Jews;  efpe- 
cially,  as  the  evangelifts  wrote  in  the 
Greek  language,  w^hich,  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  Chriftian  sra,  was  in  general 
"life  amongft  the  Heathens.  You,  Sir,  no 
lefs    than  myfelf,    have   appealed   to   the 

*  In^.  p.  173,  181. 

Heathens 
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Heathens  to  determine  the  meaning  of  the 
New  Teftament  language ;  and^  you  go 
farther  than  I  have  done  :  for,  whenever 
they  appear  to  you  to  favour  your  opinion, 
you  feem  willing  to  allow,  that  they  de- 
rived their  information,  though  not  from 
reafon,  yet,  in  fome  meafure,  from  tra- 
dition ^ 

II.  I  will  now  proceed  to  vindicate  and 
confirm  the  arcount  given  in  the  E[jay  of 
the  fentiments  entertained  of  polTeffing  de- 
mons by  the  Jews, 

Againfl  the  teftipiony  of  Jofephus*',  who 
in  the  moft  exprefs  terms  tells  us,  that  the 
demons  in  queftion  were  departed  fouls, 
you  have  not  raifed  any  objedion.  But 
you  feem  not  to  approve  the  account  which 
the  EU'ay^  gives  of  Beelzebub  j  and  plea- 
fan  tly  teir  your  readers,  that  they  are  to 
infer  from  it,  '^  that  fuch  a  poor  devil  can 
have  but  little  influence  upon  men.'*  It 
muft  on  all  hands  be  allowed,  that  Beel- 
zebub was  confidered   by  the  Pharifees  ai 

^  Inq.  p.  327.         ^  Cited  In  the  EfTay,  p.  42. 
\    «  P^ffay,  p,  14—175  and  p.  30—40.     ^  Inq.  p.  60,  610 

the 
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the  prince  of  pofleffing  demons.  But,  ac- 
cording to  Jofephus,  who  was  himfelf  a 
Pharifee,  pofleffing  demons  were  human 
fpirits.  Such,  therefore,  was  their  prince 
and  leader.  It  has  been  obferved%  that 
Beelzebub  was  the  name  given  to  the  god 
of  Ekron,  or  Accaron,  who  had  a  temple 
and  oracle  there ;  and,  therefore,  mufl 
have  been  a  man.  For  fuch  all  the  heathen 
deities  had  really  been ;  thofe,  efpecially, 
to  whom  divination  and  oracles  were 
afcribed'.  Nay,  you  admit ^  (what  I  had 
ftiewn  to  be  very  probable'),  that  Beel- 
zebub is  the  fame  as  Pluto,  who  is  well 
known  to  be  the  fon  of  Saturn,  and  brother 
of  Jupiter  and  Neptune,  and  was  called 
the  chief  and  ruler  of  the  infernal  gods,  or 
departed  fpirits"*. 

In 

^  EiTay,  p.  31.  ^  E0*ay5  p.  39,.         ^  Inq.   p.  49. 

^  ElTay,  p.  40,  note  -  y). 

°^  Pluto  was  called  Summanus,  q.  fummus  manlum, 
Auguft  de  Civ.  Dei,  1.  iv.  c.  23.  See  Eflay,  p.  40. 
The  learned  Jurieu  (Hift.  critic,  dogm.  &  cult.  &c. 
part  iv.  c.  iii.  p.  632,  feq.)  as  cited  by  Buddeus 
|Hift.  Ecclef.  torn.  ii.  p.  526),  was  of  opinion  that  Beel- 
zebub was   Pluto,    the  prince  deorum  manium,  feu 

deorum 


(    43     ) 

In  confirmation  of  what  was  advance4  iu 
the  Effay  with  refpecS  to  the  Jews,  twq 
farther  obfervations  may  be  made.  Firft 
of  all,  it  is  highly  probable  in  itfelf,  that 
the  Jews  entertained  the  fame  fentimentQ 
with  refped:  to  pofTeffing  demons  as  the  , 
Heathens ;  for,  the  former  not  only 
adopted  the  principles  of  the  latter  or^ 
other  fubjeds^  but  they  did  this  in  re^ 
ference  to  demons.  Even  you""  admit,  that 
^hey  borrowed,  in  one  inflance,  from  the 
heathen  demonology.  And  whoever  is  ac- 
quainted with  the  Greek  verfions  of  the  Old 
Teftamxcnt,  and  the  Alexandrian  in  par- 
ticular, ufually  called  the  Septuagint,  muft 
have  obferved^   in  a  great  number  of  in- 

deorum  infernalium.  Pluto,  he  obferves,  is  fometimes 
called  Acheron  (which  he  derives  from  Accaron),  par- 
ticularly in  that  line  of  Virgil  : 

Fle<5lere  fi  nequeo  fuperos,  Acheronta  movebo. 
Pluto  was  certainly  worfhipped  in  Phoenicia,  (as  ap- 
pears from  the  teftimony  of  Sanchoniatho,  apud  Eufeb. 
Praep.  Ev.  1.  i.  c.  lo.) ;  and  the  oracle  that  Ahaziah 
fent  to  confult  (2  Kings  i.  i.)  v/as  in  his  temple, 
where  the  dead  were  evoked  ;  which  fpecies  of  di- 
vination was  called  nKfciAccmia^  and  4'v;)(;(>//,«vT«5t.     Bud- 

deus,  ubi  fupra. 
^  Inquiry,  p.  4S, 

ftances. 
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Aances,  a  ftriking  conformity  between  the 
demons  there  defcribed,  and  thofe  of  the 
Heathens".  The  fame  obfervations  may- 
be applied,  and  in  a  greater  degree,  to  the 
Qhaldee""  ti*anflations  and  paraphrafes  of  the 

Old 

*  The  Septuagint,  from  a  fondnefs  for  demonifm^ 
renders  feveral  very  difFerent  Hebrew  words  ^t-^  demon ^ 
though  not  one  of  them  be  capable  of  that  meaning ; 
pai'ticularly  feirbn.  If.  xlii.  21.  fchedim^  Deut. 
xxxii.  17.  Pf.  cv.  35.  elilhn^  Pf,  xcv.  5,  7Mm^^ 
If.  xxxiv.  14..  It  introduces  the  fabulous  mon- 
gers of  the  Gentile  theology,  (If.  xxxiv.  13. 
ffV7mTyicrii(7i  ^ociyona,  ovoKif.xv^oii;)  j  and  countenanccs  the  ri- 
.diculous  diftiu(51:ion  between  morning,  mid-day,  and 
nocturnal  demons,  Pf,  xci,  6.  Many  Qther  exam- 
ples might  be  mentioned. 

°  The  general  doctrine  of  evil  fpirits  is  obtruded 
ppon  the  Scriptures,  by  the  targum  of  Jonathan  B. 
Uziel,  on  Leviticus,  xvii.  7.  and  Deat.  xxxii. 
10,  17  ;  by  the  targum  of  Onkelos  on  Deut.  xxxii, 
14  ;  and  the  Chaldee  paraphrafe.  If.  xxxiv.  14, 
The  text  is  made  to  aflert  the  feveral  different  forts  of 
fpirits,  which  the  fables  of  the  Heathens  defcribed, 
hags,  fairies,  hobgoblins,  fpe6lres,.  demons  famifhed 
with  hunger,  and  howling  in  the  wildernefs ;  targum 
of  Jonathan  B.  Uzziel  on  Deut.  xxxii.  10,  24.  Numb, 
vi.  24.  After  the  Heathens,  demons  are  diilinguifhed 
into  morning,  mid-day,  and  nocturnal  fpirits;  targum 
pf  Jonathan  B.  Uziel  on  Deut.  xxxii.  24.  Numb.  vi„ 

24.  Chaldee 
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Gld  Teftament,  (except  the  Targum,  or 
Verfion  of  Onkelos,  on  the  five  books  of 
Mofes,  though  this  is  not  free  from  blame). 
Both  the  Greek  and  the  Chaldee  verfions, 
in  the  paffages  in  which  they  introduce  the 
heathen  doctrine  of  demons^  muft  be  al- 
lowed by  all  to  pervert  the  original  text ; 
and,  confequently,  the  authors  of  thofe 
verfions  mufk  have  borrowed  their  demo- 
nology  from  the  Heathens.  Now,  if  this 
Was  certainly  the  cafe  in  many  other  in- 
ftances,  how  can  we  doubt  its  being  fo 
with  refpedl  to  that  before  us,  their  notion 
of  poffefling,  demons  ?  For,  as  you  obferve 
on  another  occafion^,  ^*  This  notion  beino: 


& 


24.  Chaldee  paraphrafe  of  Pf.  xci.  5.  Pf.  cxxi.  6. 
Song  cf  Solomon  iii.  8.  c.  iv.  6.  Whenever  thefe  pa- 
raphrafts  differ  from  the  Heathens,  it  is  in  honour  of 
their  own  nation.  The  Heathens  thought  that  corn 
might  be  removed  from  one  field  to  another  by  witch- 
craft ;  but  ghofts  and  noxious  fpirits  brought  Solomon 
odoriferous  trees  from  India ;  Chaldee  par.  Ecclef.  ii.  5. 
And  the  Ifraeiites,  it  feems,  firft  invented  the  much 
admired  art  of  putting  to  flight  hurtful  fpirits  -,  Song  of 
Solomon  iv.  6. 

P  W©rthington  on  Redemption,   p.  411. 
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fpread  fo  much  around   them,    it   Is    no 
wonder  if  the  Jews  likewife  were  tinctured 
with  it ;  it  were  rather  td  be  wondered  if 
they  fhould  efcape  it,  notwithftanding  they 
were  otherwife  taught*"     Secondly,  what 
is   fo  probable  in  theory,    appears    to    be 
true  in  faft ;  for,  not  only  did  the  authors 
of  the  Septuagint  defcribe  the  dead  men 
whom   the  Heathen  worfhipped,    by   the 
term  demons  5    but  we  are  told%  that  the 
Jewifh  doctors  taught,  **  that  the  fouls  of 
the  damned  are  for  fome  time  changed  int® 
demons,  in  order  to  be  employed  in  tor- 
menting  mankind."      They  carried   their 
conformity  to  the  opinions  of  the  Gentiles^ 
fo  far  as  to  affign  to  each  fpecies  of  demons 
a  different   prince  and  ruler.     Beelzebub 
was  the  prince  of  poiTeffing  demons',  and 
Samael   was    demonarch    of    the    fuperior 
order  of  demons  (and  therefore  could  not 
be  the  fame  fpirit  with  the  former).    Sa- 
mael was  the  name  which  the  Jews  gave 
the  devil ;  and  they  borrowed  it  from  their 

q  See  Calmet's  Dictionary,  under  the  article  demon  ; 
and  Theophylacl,  as  cited  by  Grotius  on  Mat.  viii.  28. 
'  EfTay,  p.  37,  note  {'). 

neighbours 
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neighbours  In  the  eaft.  According  to  the 
Jews,  if  we  may  credit  St.  Jerome',  each 
band  of  demons  had  its  demonarch.  How 
very  inconclufive  then  mufl:  all  thofe  reafon* 
ings  be,  which  are  built  on  the  falfe  fup- 
polition,  that  the  Jews  held  only  one 
prince  of  demons;  and  that  demonarch  was 
a  term  never  applied  by  them  to  any  but 
the  devil  ? 

III.  You  undertake  to  prove,  that  pof- 
feffing  demons  were  not  human  fpirits, 
but  apoftate  angels,  by  arguments  drawn 
from  the  language  of  Christ  and  his 

APOSTLES. 

You  defy  any  man  to  produce  a  lingle  text^ 
in  which  demon,  v/hen  ufed  with  regard  to 
poffeffions,  ligniiies  the  foul  of  a  departed 
man*.  But  I  have  fhewn,  that  when  ufed 
in  this  relation,  it  bore  no  other  fig- 
nification  in  the  age  and  country  in  which 
the  Gofpel  was  publil'hed.  And  we  have 
juftthe  fame  reafon  to  believe,  that  Chrift 

s  St.  Jerome  (In  Habac.  Hi.  5.)  mentions  it  as  a 
tradition  of  the  Jews,  Quomodo  in  evangello,  prin- 
ceps  daemonum  dicitur  effe  Beelzebub  :  ita  Refeph  das- 
monis  efle  nomen,  qui  principatum  teneat  inter  alios. 

«  Inquiry,  p*  178. 

and 
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arid  his  apoftles  ufed  this  word^  as  that  they 
did  any  other,  in  its  ordinary  acceptation. 
Were  we  to  allow,  that  they  employed 
words  in  a  fenfe  peculiar  to  themfelves> 
without  explaining  their  meaning,  we 
muft  neceffarily  grant,  that  they  fpake  in 
an  unknown  tongue. 

You  afSrm,  that  *'  there  are  inflances  in 
the  New  Tefament  of  the  devil's  poiieffing 
men  under  different  names  from  that  of 
demon '^.'*  The  different  72a?nes  you  here 
mean,  are  thofe  of  Beelzebub  and  Satan. 

With  regard  to  Beelzebub ;  as  our  Sa- 
viour never  makes  any  mention  of  him  but 
when  he  is  either  reafoning  with  the  Pha- 
rifees  upon  their  own  principles  %  or  al- 
luding to  their  accufations ;  he  cannot  refer 
to  a  ditferent  fpirit  from  what  they  did,  and 
therefore  not  to  any  other  than  a  departed 
foul.  Much  lefs  can  it  be  fuppofed,  that 
his  idea  of  Beelzebub  was  different  from 
that  given  us  of  him  in  the  Old  Teftament, 
as  a  heathen  deity,  or  deified  human  fpirit; 
and,    confequently,  deftitute  of  all  power 

"  Inquiry,  p.  152,  155. 

^  See  Eflay,  p.  331,  note  (•). 

over 
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over  mankind  :  a  conilderation,  one  would 
Imagine,  that  would  abate  your  zeal  to 
prove  him  to  be  the  devil.  Many  chriftian^ 
writers,  though  they  fuppofe  Beelzebub  to 
be  one  of  the  fallen  angels,  yet  diftinguifh 
him  from  the  devil,  their  prince  and 
leader.  Nor  indeed  has  the  Scripture  ever 
confounded  them  together.  But  you  fay, 
'^  Beelzebub  and  Satan  are  convertible 
terihs, — and  are  conlidered  as  names  of  one 
and  the  fame  perfon''."  If  this  be  true, 
then  fatan  is  nothing  more  than  a  heathen, 
deity  ;  for  fuch  we  have  proved  Beelzebub 
to  be. 

But  the  ttvrci  fatan,  you  plead,  *^  Is  ap- 
lied  to  the  devil,  as  his  proper  name ;  and 
is  as  much  appropriated  to  him  as  any 
proper  nam.e  can  be  to  any  perfon%"  Our 
Saviour,  you  obferve,  called  the  devil  by 
this  name**:  and  add%  that  in  one  evan- 
gelift  it  is  faid,  the  devil  put  into  the 
heart  of  Judas  to  betray  Jefus^-,  and,  that. 
in  another,    we   read,    that  Satan  entered 

y  See  Milton's  Par.  Lofl,  b.  i.  v.  80.       ^  Inq.  p.  6r, 
^  Ing.  p.  61,  62,  and  92,  93.        ^  Luke  iv^  8. 
*"  Inq.  p.  91.  .  *  John  xiil.  2. 

E  into 
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into  ytidas^.  Still  more  fully  to  prove, 
that  fatan  is  the  deviFs  proper  name,  you 
take  notice  %  that  the  Hebrew  word y^^^;2*^, 
in  the  Old  Teftament,  is  by  the  Septuagint 
tranflated  devil^^  no  lefs  than  feventeen 
times.  This  feems  plaufible,  but  will  not, 
perhaps,  bear  examination. 

The  Hebrew  vjovd  fatan  denotes  an  ad- 
n)erfary^y  and  with  the  emphatic  article 
prefixed  to  it,  the  adverfary.  It  may  be 
applied  emphatically  to  any  one  particular 
enemy,  to  the  devil,  for  example :  but  it 
is  not  appropriated  to  him ;  it  is  no  more 

^  Luke  xxii.  3.  ^  Inq.  p.  155,  156. 

^  'O   o''"'eQox'.cjv  h.oc'hiiiru  (70croi)i,  kou    'EXKriviaurtfov   vtto  'eivu}f 
x.si[Mvoq.      n«?  oorviv  accySav  eX6{ASV0(;y   kou  Toy  koct   avryivQiov,    u<; 

*I(X.  IvCX-VrKX.  "TTpaXTWV    Trj  a.^-/)T^j  (TXTOiVoig  BfiV,  TST      EflV,    avTixsi/AEi/oj 

tu  via  tS  6c2,   ovTt    oiy-cnoavvr,,   y.ou    aXrjBsicc  xou  a-o(pici*   x.VDiu>Tspo» 

^s  avTtKsi/xei^og  triv  o  Trpwro?,  y..  r.  A.  Ceterum  Satan,  He- 
brsea  lingua  di6lus,  &  a  quibufdam  forma  magis  Grae- 
canica  nominatus  Satanas,  interpretatur  adverfarius  : 
omnis  autem  qui  in  vita  feftatur  malitiam,  ut  con- 
trarius  virtuti,  Satanas  eft,  hoc  eft,  adverfarius  Dei 
filii,  qui  eft  jiijiitia^  veritasy  &  fapientia :  fed  magis 
proprie  adverfarius  eft  is,  qui  primus  omnium  in  pace 
beate  degentium  amiffis  alis  a  beatitudine  fua  excidit. 
Origen,  c.  Celf.  1.  vi.  p.  306. 

his 
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ills  proper  riame^  than  it  Is  that  of  any 
other  perfon  who  a£ls  the  part  of  an  ad- 
verfary.  In  the  Old  Teftament,  it  is  ap- 
plied to  a  good  angelj  when  adling  an 
adverfe  part  ^ ;  and  very  frequently  to  rhen  *". 
Examples  of  both  thefe  applications  of  the 
word  were  produced  in  the  Eflay,  though 
you  have  taken  no  notice  of  them.  The 
inftances  In  which  it  has  been  fuppofed  to 
refer  to  a  malignant  fpirit,  are  but  few^ 
Granting  that  it  is  fometimes  applied  to 

fuch 

i  Numb.  xxii.  32,  33,  cited  in  the  Eflay,  p.  17, 
note  {'). 

^  Several  inftances  of  this  application  of  the  word 
fatan,  may  be  fe^n  in  that  part  of  the  EfTay  referred  to 
above.  I  v^ill  add  here,  that  it  is  ufed  in  the  plural 
as  well  as  in  the  fmgular  number,  Pf.  cix.  20.  Let  this 
be  the  reward  cf  UtDu;  mine  ctdverfaries.  The  fame  word 
occurs  in  v.  29,  and  in  Pf.  xxxviii.  20.  Pf.  Ixxi.  13. 
Pf.  cix.  40.  In  thefe  feveral  places  it  is  applied  to 
men,  and  cannot  poiHbly  denote  fallen  angels. 

^  You  fay  (Inq.  p.  62.),  "  that  the  term  fatan  is 
applied  to  the  devil  as  his  proper  name,  about  fix  or 
feven  times  in  the  Old  Teftament ;"  but  you  have  not 
referred  us  to  the  places  where  it  is  (o  applied.  I  do 
not  recolle6t  more  than  three  occafions  on  which  it  is 
commonly  fuppofed  to  refer  to  an  evil  fpirit ;  viz.  in  the 
hiftoryof  Job  ch.  i.  &  ii.  (where  that  word  is  frequently 
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fuch  a  fpirity  yet  it  is  no  more  his  proper 
name,  than  it  is  the  proper  nam*e  of  any 
of  the  men  to  whom  it  is  applied.  You 
might  as  well  fay,  that  the  Englifh  words, 
an  enemy y  and  an  opponenty  are  the  proper 
names  of  the  prince  of  fallen  angels,  as  to 
fay  the  tcvmfatan  is  3  for  they  are  all  ufed 
with  equal  latitude.  Nor  is  it  any  juft 
objedlion  againft  this  affertion,  that  the 
Septuagint  tranflates  fatan  by  devil''' ;  for 
the  authors  of  that  verfion  ufe  devil  in  the 
fame  latitude  as  the  facred  v/riters  dofatauy 
as  equivalent  to  adverfary";  though  your 

objed:ion 

i'epeated),  in  Zechariah  iii.  i,  2.  (where  the  margin  of 
the  Englifh  tranflation  reads,  adverfary)  and  i  Chron. 
xxi.  I.  with  the  parallel  places.  And  as  you  know, 
that  fome  learned  and  eminent  writers  have  contended, 
that  even  in  thefe  places  there  is  no  reference  to  the 
devil,  it  were  to  be  wifhed,  that  inflead  of  bare  af- 
fertions,  you  had  favoured  the  world  with  folid  proofs 
of. the  truth  of  your  interpretation  of  them. 

^  In  Pf.  cix.  6,  we  read,  fet  thou  a  wicked  man  over 
him^  and  let  fatan  (that  is,  ah  adverfary,  in  the  70, 
^lAQoT^oq)  Jiand  at  his  right  hand:  whicii  is  thus  ex- 
plained by  Bifhop  Patrick  :  "  Let  the  worft  man  that 
can  be  found,  be  appointed  to  hear  his  caufe  when  he 

is 
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objeftioii  fuppofes,   that   they  appropriate 
it  to  the  prince  of  apoftate  angels. 

In  the  New  Teftament,    likewlfe,    the 
term  fatan  is  given  to  fuch  men  as  ad:  the 

is  accufed,  and  his  moft  malicious  adverfary  plead 
ao-ainft  him."  There  is  here  no  reference  to  the  chief 
of  apoftate  fpirits.  Nor  did  the  authors  of  the  Sep- 
tuaglnt  imagine  there  was  any  reference  to  him  in 
I,  Chron.  xxi.  i.  which  they  render  x.at  ai/sr-i  ^i^CoAo? 
(not  0  ^Kx,'^o?.oc)  h  ra  Icr^al^.^  Gild  there  arofe  au  enemy  in  Ifracl^ 
Even  in  reference  to  a  good  angel,  the  Hebrew  word 
fatan  is  tranflated  ^ta^oA>j  by  the  Septuagint,  Numb, 
xxii.  32  ;  which,  therefore,  muft  denote  oppofition 
without  malice.  In  reference  to  the  fame  angel,  the 
Septuagint  ufes  the  verb  from  which  o-.i^^oj^o;  is  derived^ 

xat  av'cTYi  0   a.yyz7\oq    t2    ©eS    lv^KX.0a,':7\£iii  ccvroy^    Numb,  XXll, 

22.  ^ia,^a.Xe7vj  codex  Vatican, 

Befides  tranflating  fatan  by  <^i^^oAo^  in  cafes  in  which 
men  or  good  angels  are  fpoken  of,  the  Septuagint  alfo 
renders  other   Hebrew  words,    particularly  nv  &  niv> 
by  onx.Qo?.o<;,    though   they   are   never  applied   to   that 
wicked  fpirit  whom  we  call  the  devil.    "  oixQoXo(;  is  ap- 
plied to   Haman,    the  enemy  of  the  Jews,   in  Efther 
vii.  4»  i>v  yap  a|»o;  0  ytaSuAo?  T^?  clvT^rig,  and  in  c.  viii.  I.  oVat 
'     vTTu^ix^t  ciiAv  7uoia,^oAu.    See  alfo  Aquila's  veriionofProv. 
xi.  13.  and  i  Mac.i.  38.     I  will  add,  that  the  authors 
of  the  Septuagint,  though  they  fometim.es  render  Satan 
by  ^\a^oAo?,  yet,  at  Other  tim.es,  they  preferve  the  Hebrew 
word   itfelf,    as  in  3  Reg.  xi.   14,  23,  25,    in  which 
places  <7aia,v  is  manifeftly  ufed  concerning  men.     See 
alfo  Syr.  xxi.  29, 

E  3  part 
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part  of  enemies,  to  calumniators  and  ac?^ 
cufers.  Though  you  are  pleafed  to  affirm ° 
^'  that  the  term ^/^;2  is  applied  to  the  devil 
about  thirty- three  times  in  the  New  Tefta- 
ment  as  his  proper  name;"  yet  you  have 
not  proved,  that  when  it  is  applied  to  him 
there,  it  is  ever  ufed  as  his  proper  name. 
On  the  other  hand,  it  often  occurs  as  an 
appellative,  and  denotes  in  the  New  Teila- 
ment,  what  it  does  in  the  Old,  an  enemy  or 
{idvei'fary  in  general^.     When  the  ancient 

Jews 

V 

^  Inq.  p.  62, 

?  I  do  not  afnrm,  that  the  term  faian  does  never 
refer  to  a  wicked  fpirit ;  but  I  wifh  you  had  either 
cited  or  referred  to  the  thirty-three  places  in  the  New 
Teftament,  in  which  you  fay  it  is  applied  to  the  devil. 
Were  I  to  undertake  to  reduce  their  number,  I  fliould 
be  fupported  hy  the  authority  of  the  Fathers.  But, 
waving  their  authority,  I  am  content  to  appeal  to  the 
natural  and  obvious  im^port  of  a  itw  paflages.  I  fhall 
begin  with  one  on  which  you  quote  more  than  once. 
Inq.  p.  62,  236.  I  refer  to  Rev.  xii.  9.  The  great 
dragon  was  caft  outy  that  oldferpenty  called  the  devil,  and 
fatan^  which  deccivcth  the  whole  world:  he  was  caft  out 
into  the  earthy  and  his  angels  ivere  cajl  out  with  him. 
This  has  been  called  the  Infiory  of  the  devil's  revolt  ^ 
but  it  is  certainly  not  a  hiilory,    but  a  prophecy,     St. 

John 
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Jews  applied  it  to  evil  fpirits,  they  did  by 
no  means  confine  it  to  any  onQ  in  particular, 

nor 

John  is  not  recording /?^  events,  but  pved'iSdng  future 
ones  ;    and,    fhould  we  giant,    chat  it  alludes  to  th» 
common  opinion  concerning  the  expulfion  of  the  devil 
from  heaven,  yet  he  cannot  be  the  perfon  here  diredlly 
referred  to.     Great  and  oppreHive  powers  are   repre- 
prefented  in  Scripture  under  the  image  of  ferpcnts  and 
dragons^  Pf.  Ixxiv.  13.    If.  xxvii.  i.   Ezek.  xxix.  i,  3. 
Lulce  x.  19.     There  is   a  peculiar  propriety  in  repre- 
fenting  an  idolatrous  power  under  this  figure,  becaufe 
ferpents  were  the  great  objects  of  the  antient  idolatry, 
efpecially  in  the  eaft.      Of  the  idolatrous  power,    or 
dragon  here  fpoken  of,  it  is  faid,    that  he  is  called  devil 
i^hoLlu7^Qq  without  the  article  0)   and  fatan^    that  is,    his 
power  is  hoftile  to  Chriftians,  and  juftifies  its  hoftility 
againft  them  by  falfe  accufations^  v/hich   we  know  to 
have  been  the  cafe  in  the  early  ages  of  chriflianity. 
This  power  deceived  the  vjhole  worldy    had  long  fup- 
ported   falfe  religion  in  every  country.      The  war  lit 
heaven  betiueen  Michael  and  his  angels^  and  the  dragon  ani 
his  angels^  is  allowed  to  denote  the  violent  contention 
between  the  chriftian  religion,  and  the  powers  that  per- 
fecuted  it.    The  defeat  of  the  latter  is  exprefled  by  their 
being  cajl  out  of  heaven :  2l  manner  of  defcribing  ths 
\oU  of  dignity  and  power  familiar  to  the  ancients,  as 
is  fhewn  in  Ellay,  p.  334.    Chriftians,  in  the  time  of 
Conftantine,   thought  this  prophecy  accomplifhed  by 
Jiis  advancement  to  the  imperial  throne,   and  the  ex- 
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nor   even   to   any  one  fpecies    of  them'. 
The  word,    therefore,   is  as  applicable  to 

the 

clufion  of  the  heathen  princes  from  It.  The  emperor 
Conflantine  himfelf  fays,  that  the  dragon  was  now  r^- 
7noved^  Eufeb.  vlt.  Conilant.  1.  ii.  c.  46.  It  certainly 
denotes  the  downfal  of  fome  idolatrous  and  perfecuting 
power,  and  the  advancement  of  true  religion.  And 
becaufe  fome  enemv  was  ilill  to  arife,  and  brino-  new 
niiferies  upon  the  (Chriftian)  world,  it  is  faid,  the  devil ^ 
the  adverfary,  is  come  d.own  unto  you  in  great  wrath ^ 
Rev^  xii.  12.  Thofe  v/ho  apply  thefe  paiTages  in  the 
litcj-al  fenfe  to  the  original  cxpulfion  of  the  devil  from 
heaven,  not  only  forget  that  they  are  j!jr(?/)/jm^j,  as  was 
obferved  above,  but-  alfo,  that  thefe  prophecies  are 
couched  under  allegorical  reprefentations.  In  other 
v/ords,  they  do  not  confider,  that  the  book  of  Reve- 
lations, by  the  confent  of  all  Interpreters,  does  not 
ccritaih  f^idl's,  but  vifions^  or  fcenes  prefented  to  the 
apoftle's  imagination ;  and  that  thefe  fcenes  were 
figurative  and  fymbolical.  In  your  fermons  at  Boyle's 
le(5lures,  v.  ii.  p.  270,  &:c.  you  yourfelf  do  not  rejecl  a 
figurative  interpretation  of  the  palTage  we  have  been 
confidering.  By  heaven  you  underfland  great  dignity^ 
•^■A\i\Q.\x\7k'Ay  the  Jcat  of  the  R.oman  ei'iipirc^  p.  271.  The 
feven  heads  of  the  dragon,  you  explain  of  the  i^vzw 
kings  of  Rome  ;  and  his  feven  horns  you  confider  as 
jyrahols  of  ferjecuting  pozvcr^  p.  274,  275.  Serpents  and 
dragons,  you  fay,  were  difplayed  on  the  military 
ifi-andards  of  the  Romans,  p.  276.  The  war  in  heaven, 
you  explain  of  the  contcft  between  heathenifm  and 
*  chriilianity^ 
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the  prince  of  pofleffing  demons,  as  to  the 
chief  of  fallen  angels ;    and  it  is  t\iQ  fiibjeB 

alone 

chriftinity,  p.  286,  287.  And  you  approve  of  thofe 
who  make  Licinius  the  o;reat  dragon  in  an  inferior 
ienfe,  or  as  the  fecondary  agent  in  this  war,  p.  288. 
The  devil's  coming  down  in  great  wrath,  you  apply 
to  Julian's  furious  attack  upon  Chriftianity,  p.  290, 
291. 

There  are  other  paiTages,    in  which   an  evil   fpirit 

cannot    (I  apprehend)    be  diretSlly   intended   by  fatan. 

The  term  is  applied  to  Peter  as  an  appellative,  by  our 

Saviour  :   Get  thee  behind  me^  Satajt :  Mat.  xvi.  23.    St, 

Paul  tells  the  Chriftians  at  Rome,  77?^  Gjd  of  peace 

jhall  bridfe  Satan  (the  adverfary)  under  your  feet  Jhortly  : 

which  Whitby,  with  great  judgment,  explains  of  the 

perfecuting  Jews,  whofe  pov/er  was  to  be  taken  away 

ty  the  deftrudion  of  Jcrufalcm.     In  i  Theff.  ii.   18. 

we  read,  JVe  would  have  co?ne  unto  you  once  and  again^ 

but  Satan   (the  adverfary)   hindered  us.      The   apoftle 

here  refers  to  the  difficulties  which  the  enemies  of  the 

gofpel  had  laid  in  his  way.     The  church  at  Pergamos 

is  faid  to  dwell  where  SatarJs  feat   (or  throne  o  6^01^0?)  is  j 

that  is,  where  their  enemies  had  great  power ;   Rev.  ii. 

13.     I  need  not   multiply  inflances,  and   ihall  only, 

therefore,  obferve  in  general,    that  the  Englifh  reader 

is  mifled  by  the  translation  now  in  ufe,  which  has  pre- 

ferved  the  original  word  Satan^    which  they  ought  to 

have  rendered  ad.verfary  in  the  New  Teftament,  as  they 

have  often  done  in  the  Old  :  and  indeed  ought  always 

to  have  done,  even  though  the  circumftances  of  the 

place 
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daiie  that  muft  determine  who  the  falan 
or  aclverfary  Is  that  is  intended  in  any  par- 
ticular paffage  of  Scripture,  when  it  refers 
to  evil  fpirits.  \i pojjcjjion  be  the  fubjedl, 
the  fatan,  or  enemy,  is  Beelzebub ;  if 
temjyiatiQfty  the  fatan,  or  enemy,  is  the 
devil.  So  little  reafon.  Sir,  had  you  to 
affirm*,  that  '^  the  devil,  fatan  and  Beelze- 
bub, are  but  different  names  for  the  prince 
of  apoftate  angels !" 

Nay,  the  term  de^Jil  is  not  ufed  in  the 
New  Teftament  as  the  proper  name  of  any 
evil  fpirit.  Afmodeus  and  Samael  were 
proper  names,  by  the  one  or  other  of 
which  the  Jews  difhinguifhed  the  chief  of 

place  fhould  necefTarlly  determine  it  to  an  evil  fpirit ; 
for  that  particular  application  does  not  alter  its.  general 
import.  Perhaps  the  authors  of  this  tranflation  did  not 
fufficiently  advert  to  the  frequent  ufe  of  the  fmgular 
jiumber  amongft  the  Jews,  in  cafes  in  virhich  we  ufe 
the  plural ;  and,  confequently,  did  themfelves  imagine 
one  particular  being  was  meant  by  Satan,  or  the  ad- 
yerfary,  where  the  manifeft  reference  was  to  adverfaries 
p\.  general.  When  St.  Paul  fays,  ^'  Where  is  the 
wife  ?  where  is  the  fcribe  ?"  he  means,  where  are  the 
philofophers  of  the  Heathens  ?  where  are  all  the  Jewifh 
rabbies  ?     See  EfTay,  p.  335,  and  Jofh.  ix.  i. 

q  They  fpeak  of  the  prince  of  all  the  fatans.    EfTay, 
p.  16,  note  ("•)•  *  I^q-  P-  93-  , 

the 
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the  higher  order  of  demons.     But  the  term 
4-^'//%  like  fatan,    is  of  general  import ; 
it  denotes  an  enemy ^  a  profeciitor^  an  accufer^ 
and  calumniator ;  and  (though  not  always) 
is  often  applied  to  men.     That  ij  bears  thi$ 
application  in  the  Greek  verfion  of  the  Old 
Teftament^    has   been  already  £hev/n.      I 
will  here  produce  feveral  paiTages  from  the 
New  Teftament,  where  it  mull:  be  under- 
fhood  in  the  fame  mannero     Have  I  not 
chojen  you  twelve  y  and  one  of  you  is  a  devil'  ? 
Chrift  here  refers  to  the  traitor^  who  was 
not  the  chief  of  fallen  angels,  but  one  who 
afted  the  part  of  an  enemy  in  betraying  his 
mafter.     Neither  give  place  to  the  devil\ 
that  is,  give  no  occafion  to  the  railer,  or 
Jlanderer  to  reproach  your  religion  :  which 
is  the  fenfe  given  to  this  paffage  by  Eraf- 
mus,  and  others.     A  bifhop  muft  not  be 
a  novice^  or  new  convert,    lejl  being  lifted 
up  with  pride y    he  fall  into  the  condemnation 
^f  the  devil,  or  calumniator.     Moreover^  he 
muji  have  a  good  report  of  the?n  which  are 
without,  leji  he  fiouldfall  into  reproach ^  and 

""  P.  52,  note  (")      *  John  vi.  70.      ^  Ephef.  iv.  27. 

the 
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ihefnare  of  the  devir,  or  the  adverfary  and 
flanderer.  It  is  hard  to  fay,  what  peculiar 
advantage  the  devil  might  derive  from  a 
bidiop's  want  of  a  good  report  of  them  that 
are  without  I  but,  it  is  eafy  to  fee,  that 
this  would  expofe  him  to  the  cenfare,  and 
to  the  ftratagems  of  the  enemies  of  re- 
ligion, who  might  try  to  iliame  him  out  of 
thofe  principles,  v/hich  ferved  only  to  re- 
proach and  condemn  him.  Once  more, 
the  devil  (the  enemies ^  or  falfe  acci/fers  of 
ehriftianity)  JI:)all  caji  fome  of  you  into 
frijoii"^.  The  term  devil  feems  more  efpe- 
cially  to  denote  an  enemy  of  God^.  And  in 
this  fenfe  it  is  applicable  not  only  to  wicked 
fpirits,  but  to  v/icked  men  alfo  ;  to  fucli 
efpecially  as  corrupt  or  perfecute  true  re- 
ligion. 

The   term  devil  is  ufed    in    the  plural 
'numhrr  in  the  New  Teftament,  jufc  as  fat:. n 

is  in  the  Old,  when  it  cannot  refer  to  fallen 

% 

r 

a  I  Tim.  iii.  6,  7.  ^  Rev.  ii.  10. 

y  Grotius  (ia  2  epifl.  ad  ThefTal.  li.  4.)  explain^ 
drrty.eluevoq  (which  aiifwers  to  ^ioiQo?^oc)  by  Dei  adverfarhiSf 
and  adds,  auomodo  exime  vocatur  diabolus  et  qui  eyrri 


imitantvir. 
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angels.     St.  Paul,  in  two  of  his  epiftles% 
forbids   'women  to   be  devils'^.      Will   you 
affirm  that  the  apoflle  defigned  to  intimate 
that  women  are  angels  ;  and  to  guard  them 
againft  becoming  fallen  angels  ?    Muft  ypu 
not  rather  allow,   that  our  ti'anflators  were, 
in   the   right,    when   they  nnderftood    by 
devils,  Jlanderers  and  falfe  acciifers,  efpe- 
cially  as  the  fame  word  is  applied  to  me?i^  ? 
In  the  lajl  tijne  men  will  be  devils-^,    .V/ith- 
out  your  afiiflance.  Sir,  I  can  never,  iheviT 
when  tliis  prophecy  has  been,  or  will  be 
accomplifhed   concerning  7ne7i,    according 
to  your  fenfe  of  devils ;    though  too  many 
anfwer  the  import  of  the  word,  as  it  de- 
notes  flanderers  or   falfe  accufers.      It  is 
needlefs  to  produce  more  paifages  to  prove, 
that  the  term  devil  is  not  (what  you  affert 
it  to  be)  the  proper  name  of  one  particular 
evil  fpirit.      And  if  more  evidence  were 
wanted,    you    yourfelf  have   fupplied    it ; 
for  you  have  taken  pains  to  ihev/,    that 

im.  in.  II.     1  it.  11,  3v 

^  2  Tim,  iii.  3. 

there 
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there  were  fix  thoufand  fix  hundred  and 
fixty-fix  devils  in  one  man\  So  little 
reafon  had  you  to  reprefent  the  term  devil 
as  fo  particularly  defcriptive  of  the  prince 
of  fallen  angels,  as  not  to  admit  of  any 
77iijlake^  unkfs  it  be  a  wilful  one''.  Here 
your  judgment  and  temper  keep  pace  to- 
gether. 

As  to  the  particular  inftances  you  produce 
from  the  New  Teftament,  of  the  devil's 
poffefling  men  under  different  names  from 
that  of  demon,  they  will  fall  more  pro- 
perly under  confideration,  when  I  come  to 
explain  the  nature  of  poffeflions.  Then  I 
hope  to  {hew,  that  all  your  inftances  are 
foreign  from  the  purpofe.  Should  this 
point  be  made  good,  the  notion  of  pof- 
feffing  demons  maintained  in  the  EfTayj 
fv^ill  ftand  clear  from  all  your  objedlions 
againft  it,  drawn  from  the  New  Tefta- 
ment. 

What  has  been  already  offered  on  this 
fubjedl  is  fufficient  to  illuftrate  your  great 
modejiy  and  candour  in  affirming  %  that  no 

^  Inq.  p.  44.         ^  Inq.  p.  62.         *^  Inq.  p.  180. 
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Honest  man  ever  failed  to  finely   or  eveii 
doubted  of  itf  that  is,  of  the  fenfe  in  which 
the  facred  writers  ufe  the  word  demon^  by 
which  you  underftand  the  devil.  It  is  hard^ 
indeed,    if  amongft   all  the  eminent  men 
who  differ  from  you  in  this  matter,  there 
is  not  one  as  honeft  as  the  gentleman  that 
paffes  this  cenfure  upon  them.      If  they 
had  no  ftrifl  principle   of  honefty,    they 
had,  at  leaft,  fo  much  honour  and  virtuous 
pride,  as  to  icorn  imputing  to  others  opi- 
nions which  they  openly  difavow,  and  fup- 
porting  that  injurious   imputation,    by  a 
grofs  impolition  upon  their  readers.    Whe-* 
ther  ^  you  have  not  been    guilty  of  fome- 
thing  like  this  in  the  cafe   of  Mr.  Mede% 
I  leave  others  to  determine.       Were  we 
to  grant  you,  that  amongft  all  the  adver- 
faries  of  the  demoniac  fyftem,  there  is  not 
one  honeft   man  ;    furely,   you  vrill  fcarce 
brand  the  advocates  for  it  as  perfedl  repro- 
bates.    Now,  amongft  thefe  there  are  fom 
who   underftand  the   word  demon  in  the 

fenfe  in  which  I   explain  it.     Dr.  Pearce, 

J. 

®  Letter  I.  p.  19,  note  (0 

lat& 
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late  lord  bifliop  of  Rochefter,  has  becri 
univerfally  (and  I  believe  very  juftlv) 
efteemed  a  perfon  of  fmgular  probity  and 
piety,  as  well  as  an  able  critic,  yet  he  tells 
us,  that  Jofephus  defcribes  demons  to  be. 
the  fpirits  of  wicked  men,  v^ithout  ex- 
prefiing  any  diffent  from  this  account  of 
them^  The  teftimony  of  fo  great  a  judge 
of  the  Scripture  language  deferved  to  be 
produced  on  this  occafion. 

IV.  It  ftill  remains,  that  I  examine  the 
objections  againft  this  notion  of  poffeffing 

^  See  the  blfliop  of  Rochefter  on  Mat.  vlil.  28.  His 
lordfhIp,indeed,  in  his  note  on  v.  29, refers  to  Jade  v.  6. 
and  is  chargeable  with  inconfiftency,  unlefs  he  thought 
(as  fome  others  have  done)  that  the  angels,  or  mef- 
fengers  there  fpoken  of,  had  once  been  men  y  or,  that 
wicked  human  fpirits  had  the  fame  expe6lation  of  future 
punifhment  with  the  fallen  angels,  and  referred  to 
Jude  only  in  a  general  view.  It  is  remarkable,  that 
at  the  very  inftant  that  he  cites  Jofephus's  account  of 
pofTeiling  demons,  as  denoting  human  fpirits,  he  calls 
the  demon  which  (according  to  the  Jewifh  hiftorian, 
Antiq.  1.  viii.  c.  2.  fe^.  5.)  E'leazer  expelled,  a  devtl-^ 
though  he  knew  that  a  wicked  human  fpirit  was  in- 
tended. So  little  notion  does  his  lordfhip  feem  to  have 
had,  that  either  de?non  or  devil^  was  the  proper  name 
of  the  prince  of  fallen  angels. 

demons^ 
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demons,  which  you  have  drawn  from  ths:^ 
writings  of  the  primitive  Christians. 
Here,     Sir,    you   have   beftowed    much 
ufelefs  pains  in  proving,  what,   I  imagine, 
every  one  allows,    that  the  Fathers  afferted 
(as  we  have  feen  feveral  of  the  heathen  phi- 
lofophers  alfo  did)   the  exiftence  of  mahg- 
hant  demons  who  never  belonged  to  the 
human  fpecies.     You  cite,  with  triumph, 
Juftin  Martyr^  Tertullian^    Clemens  A- 
lexandrinus^    Cyril',    Theodoret',    Bafir^ 
Origen',    and   Ignatius';    to    whom  you 
might  have  added  many  others'".    But  why- 
did  you  not  proceed  one  ftep  farther,  and 
fhew  that  thefe  fuperior  demons  were  the 
evil   fpirits  to  whom  poffeffions  v/ere  re* 
ferred  by  the  Fathers  of  the  iirft,  fecond, 
and  third-  centuries  ?    This  you  have  not' 
done.      The  primitive  Fathers  (as  well  as 
the  Pagans)    believed  there   were  various 
kinds  of  demons,  fome  of  a  celeftial,  others 
of  a  terrellrial  origin '.   Some  were  entirely 

s  Inquiry,  p.  200.       ^  Ibid.  p.  202.      *  lb.  p.  203. 

"kDiffert.  on  Mir.  p.  216,  note.    p.  223,  &  feq. 

^  Ita  duo  genera  dasmonum  facia  lunt ;  unum  cse- 
lefte,  alterum  terrenurn.  Laclantius,  Div.  Infcitut. 
1.  ii.  c.  15.  p.  174.  ed,     Dufrsfnoy. 

F  of 
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of  human  extraft,  others  fprarig  from  thd 
congrefs  of  angels  with  the  daughters  of 
men"".  The  allertion  of  one  fpecies  of 
demons  did  by  no  means  infer  a  denial  of 
the  exiftence  or  power  of  another; 

Athenagoras,  who  flourifhed  in  the  fe- 
cond  century,  reckons  the  fouls  of  the  giants 
amongti  the  de?tions  "who  wander  about  the 
world"".  Origen  believed,  that  fueh  a^ 
were  once  men  might  become  demons, 
and  even  the  devil  and  his  angels  %     And 

St. 

*"  Ladantius  (ubi  fupra),  and  others,  taught  that 
the  fall  of  angels  confifted  in  this  polluted  intercourfe 
between  angels  and  women,  which  gave  birth  to  a 
middle  order  of  demons.  Qui  autem  funt  ex  his  pro- 
ereati,  qui  neque  angeli,  neque  homines  fuerunt,  fed 
mediam  quandam  naturam  gerentes,  &c. 

^a/i^on;.  Athenag.  Apol.  p.  28.  B.  In  the  frag- 
ments of  the  ;,ipurious)  book  of  Enoch,  likewife,  hu- 
man unclean  fouls  are  reckoned  amongft  demons.  From 
this  book  the  moft  ancient  Fathers  borrowed  their 
opinion  of  demons ;  and  particularly  the  notion  of  demons 
bein^  the  offspring  of  angels  by  the  daughters  of  men. 

«  Jerome   (epift.  lix.)  gives  this  account  of  Origen  :^ 
Ita  enim  cunfta  variari   dicebat  Origines,   ut  et  qui 
nunc  homo  eft,   poffit  in  alio  modo  daemon  fieri  j  et 
qui  daemon  eft,  et  negiigencius  egerit  in  crafliora  cor- 
pora 
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St.  Auftin  reprefents  Tertullian,  a§  main- 
tainine,  that  the  fouls  of  the  worfl  men  be- 
come  demons  after  death  ;  and  thus  ac- 
ceding  to  the  opinion  of  Apuleius^.  Nor 
do  I  recoiled  any  of  the  fathers  but  Tatian% 
who  did  not  allow  that  fome  human  fouls 
became  demons,  though  at  the  fame  time 
they  maintained  that  there  were  other  de« 
mons  befideSi 

pora  relegetur^  i.  e,  ut  homo  fiati  Sicqiie  permifcet 
omnia,  ut  de  archangelo  poflit  diabolus  fieri,  et  rurfus 
diabolus  in  angelum  revertahtur. — Qiii  vero  non  fuerint 
meriti  ut  per  genus  homlnum  revertatur  ad  priftinum 
flatum,  fierent  diaboli  et  angeli  ejus,  et  peffimi  dae- 
mories.  Concerning  Origen^  See  DiiTert.  on  Mir* 
p.  227,  228,  229. 

p  Auftin  (1.  de  hseres.  c.  86.)  fays  of  Tertullian: 
eum  fenfifle  animas  hominum  peilimas  poft  mortem  in 
dsemonas  verti,  qui  ita  accederet  ad  fententiam  Apulei. 
Concerning  Apuleius,  fee  above,  p.  38,  note  (*).  From 
the  works  of  Tertullian,  which  are  come  down  to  us,  it 
appears,  that  he  believed  that  the  worft  demons  fprang 
from  a  corrupted  flock  of  angels^  who  mixed  with  the 
daughters  of  men.  Apol.  c.  xxii.  p.  21.  Difiert.  on 
Mir.  p.  224. 

q  Tatlan's  reafon  for  not  allov/ing  that  any  human 
fouls  become  demons,  was  peculiar  to  himfelf  j  for  he 
believed  that  the  foul  of  man  dies  with  his  body.  But 
his  very  denying  that  demons  are  the  fouls  of  men, 
.£hev/s  what  opinion  others  entertained  of  them. 

,    F    Z  Yol* 
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You  commit  the  fame  miftake  with 
refpedt  to  the  Fathers,  as  you  did  with  refpedt 
to  fome  of  the  heathen  philofophers.  The 
former,  as  well  as  the  latter,  might  be-  ^ 
lieve  in  a  higher  order  of  demons,  and  yet 
not  coniider  them  as  the  authors  of  pof- 
feflions.  Jufcin  Martyr,  for  example, 
fpeaks  Q^  a  prince  of  evil  demons^  y  (as  well  as 
the  fpurious  Trifmegift)  to  whom  he  ap- 
plies the  names  of  ferpent,  fatan,  and 
devil ',  and  he,  as  v/ell  as  many  other 
Fathers,  held  demons  who  were  the  offspring 
of  angels  by  women  ;  yet,  what  has  this 
to  do  with  the  queftion  before  us  ?  For> 
not  to  obferve  that  this  mongrel  race  of 
demons,  v/hich  are  neither  angels  nor  men, 
ai:e  different  from  yours',  which  are  all  ojf 

a  celelli^ 

*  Inquiry,  p.  200. 

^  Though  you  allow  (Inq.  p.  loc,  201),  that  in  the 
opinion  of  Juilin,  Athenagoras,  Clemens  Alexan-drinus, 
TertuUian,  La6tantius,  and  other  primitive  writers 
(amongftwhom  you  ought  to  have  rpecifiedlrenaeus),de^ 
mons  were  begotten  by  angels  upon  the  dau?;htersof  men; 
yet  you  fcruple  not  to  affirm,  "  that  the  Fathers  all 
agreed  with  the  primitive  church,  in  the  perfuafion, 
that  pcjiTeiTiDg  demons  were  none  other  thai;i  the  devi] 

iind 
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a  celeftial  origin  ;  Juftin  held  an  order  of 
demons  different  from  both  ;  viz.  the 
fouls  of  the  deceafcd,  and  to  thefe  he  re- 
ferred poiTeffions.  Tlw/e  perfons,  fays  he, 
who  are  feized  and  thrown  down  by  the  fouls 
cf  the  deceafed,  are  fuch  ^^  all  inen  agree 
in  calling  demoniacs  and  mad\  You  objed:^ 
*^  that  he  mentions  this  only  as  the  opinion 
of  the  Heathens,  not  as  his  own/'  Why 
then  does  he  fav,  that  it  was  the  opinion 
of  all  men,  without  making  a  fingle  ex- 
ception ?  That  he  could  not  defign  to 
except  himfelf,  appears  from  the  context : 
for  he  there  urges  the  cafe  of  the  poffefled, 
as  a  proof  of  the  permanency  of  the  human 
foul  after  the  dilTolution  of  the  body. 
Thefe  obfervations  were  made  in  the  mfdy^ 
but  you  take  no  notice  of  them,  and  expedt 
us  to  believe  upon  your  bare  word,  that 
Juftin  is  not  fpeaking  of  what  all,  but  of 
whatyi;;^^,  thought  of  demoniacs,   in  flat 

and  his  angels."  Inq.  p.  205,  206,    You  have  no  right 
to  avail  yourfelf  of  the  authority  of  the  fathers  here 
fpecified,   whofe  demons  were  difierent  from  your's, 
and  from  thofe  of  other  primitive  writers. 
^  ElTay,  p.  48.  ^  Inq.  p.  200. 

F  3  con  trad  idtioii 
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contradiflion  to  your  author.  In  a  word, 
from  the  exprefs  teftimony  of  Juftin,  it 
appears,  that  till  the  end  of  the  fecond 
century,  the  univerfal  opinion  concerning 
poffeffiag  demons  was,  that  they  were 
human  fpirits". 

This  continued  to  be  the  general  opinion 
even  fo  late  as  the  age  of  Chryfoftom, 
For,  though  in  order  to  difcredit  the 
riOtJLon  that  the  fouls  of  thofe  who  died  by 
violence  became  demons,  he  fays,  it  was 
.  entertained  by  many  of  the  meaner fort"^  ^ 
yet,    when  be  is  fpeaking  more  at  largQ 

"  Notwithflanding  this  decifive  teftimony  of  Juftin, 
you  are  pleafed  (Inq.  p.  201.)  to  call  him  "  an  au^ 
ihor'ity  point  blank  againjl  7nyfelf^  with  rerpe6l  to  the 
(diftincSlion  I  make  between  demons  and  devils ;  be- 
caufe  I  allow  (Eflay,  p.  49.)  that  he  calls  the  devil  a 
jdemon."  I  have  all  along  admitted,  that  many  held 
different  kinds  of  demons,  fome  of  whom  were  of 
human,  others  of  a  fuperior,  origin,  between  tbefe 
two  fpecies  there  was  a  real  difference.  But  though 
the  term  demon  be  not  appropriated  to  a  human  fpirit, 
it  was  never  applied  to  any  other  in  relation  to  poflef- 
fions,  in  the  age  of  Juftin,  whofe  authority  (to  borrow 
your  ov/n  exprellicns)  is  point  blank  againjl  you, 

*  Effay,  p,  50j  note,  lioKKoi  fuv  iA<pihiHf!^^»  x.  t.  "S^ 

concerning 
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£oncerning  the  converlion  of  human  fouls 
into  demons,  without  confining  himfelf 
to  the  fouls  here  fpecified,  he  does  not 
limit  the  opinion  to  the  meaner  fort,  but 
rather  afcribes  it  to  the  muhitude^  or 
bulk  of  mankind :  and  more  than  thefc 
cannot  be  fuppofed  to  have  yielded  credit 
to  poffefiions.  Plotinus  reprefents  thofe 
who  pretended  to  cure  difeafes  by  expelling 
demons,  ,  as  admired  ojily  by  the  vulgar^ 
while  they  were  defpifed  by  men  of  fenfe, 
who  believed,  that  all  difeafes  proceed  from 
natural  caufes^. 

Nor  is  it  difHcult  to  account  for  the  op- 
polition  which  Chryfoftom  made  to  the 
general  opinion  concerning  poiTeffing  de- 
mons. We  have  had  occaiion  to  obferve, 
that  feveral  philofophers,  the  latter  Pla- 
tonifts  efpecially,  afferted  the  exiftence  of 
a  higher  order  of  demons,  than  thofe  who 
had  once  inhabited  human  bodies  \  Some 
of  them,    and    Porphyry    in    particular, 

y  Tor?  7ro^^o~c,  Eflay,  p.  52,  note. 
^  Ennead.  ii.  1.  ix.  cap.  14. 
a  DilTert.  on  Mir.  p.  220,  note. 
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went  fo  far  as  to  maintain,  in  oppofition 

to  the  general  fentirnents  of  mankind,  that 

th^  more  immediate  objed:s  of  heathen  vvor- 

ihiD  were  of  a  rank  fuperior  to  the  human 
race  ;  and  that  thefe  demons  did  fometimes 

perfonate  the  fouls  of  the  dead,   gods,  and 

genii*.    Now,  was  it  not  natural  for  thofe 

who  had  been  educated  in  thefe  principles, 

to  preferve   an  attaxhment   to  them   after 

their  becoming  Chriftians'' ?   Certain  it  is 

in  fad;^    that  manj>    even  of  the  earlieft 

chriflian 

*  Diflert.  on  Mir.  p.  21c,   note. 

^  You  fay,  "  the  Fathers  had  much  better  inflru^lors 
than  thofe  which  I  am  pleafed  to  give  them."  Inq.p.  i6x> 
They  had,  I  acknowledge,  Mofes  and  the  prophets, 
Chrift  alfo  and  his  apofiles,  for  their  inftrudtors  ;  ne.r 
verthelefs,  they  were  as  liable   to  be  biafied  by  preju- 
dices as  any  other  pcrfons,  and  were,  in  ^zik^  too  often 
biaifed  by  their  attachment  to  the  gentile  phiiofophy. 
From  whom   but  the  heathen   philofophers   did  they 
jearn,    that  demons  of  the  higher  order  perfonate  tbe 
fouls  of  dead  men,  procure  themfelvcs  to  be  worfhipped 
under  their  names,  feaft  upon  the  fleam  of  what  was 
offered    to    them  in   facrifice*,    and    delight  in  blood 
and  ordure  ?    Was  it  from  the  facred  Scriptures  that 
they  learned,  that  demons  were  the  offspring  of  angels 
by  women  I    It  was  from  the  Jewifn  rabbles  and  Gen- 
tile philofophers,  that  they  borrowed  almoil  their  whole 

fyfcm 
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chriftian  converts,  though  they  adopted 
fome  new  opinions,  did  not  immediately 
lay  afide  their  old  ones,  but  preferved  them 
even  in  oppolition  to  the  warm  remon- 
itrances  of  the  apoftles*".  Now,  if  the  Fa- 
thers were  ferioufly  perfuaded,  thatfuperior 
demons  perfonated  human  fpirits  on  other 
occafions,  it  was  not  unnatural  for  them 
to  conclude,  that  they  might  do  the  fame 
in   the  cafe  of  poiTeflions. 

Many  advantages  arofe  from  this  condudl. 
Nothing  could  more  eifedlually  difparagc 
the  heathen  gods,  and  the  prophecies  and 
miracles  afcribed  to  them,  than  rep  re- 
fen  ting  thofe  gods  as  devils.  Beiides,  by 
referring  poffeffions  to  this  higher  clafs  of 
demons,  the  Fathers  faved  the  credit  of  the 

fyfieirt  of  demonology.     In  your  book  upon  RedcmptioH 
(p.  134,  2d  ed.),    you  acknowledge,   that  the  Fathers 
had  their  defe^s^  and  that  they  have  taught  our  modern 
divines   a    more  judicious   knoivledge   of  the  doSlrines  of 
chriffianity ^  than  they  had  themfelves. 

*  Deut.  xxxii.  38.  imports  only  the  view  with  which 
libations  and  facrifices  were  offered  to  the  fiffcitious 
deities  of  the  Heathens,  notwithflanding  what  you 
^fiert,  p.  323.     Compare  i  Cor.  x.  21. 

.<^  JE%,  p.  373,  note  (0- 

chrifliaa 


(    74    ) 

chriftlan  martyrs.  From  the  earlieft  ages^ 
an  opinion  had  prevailed,  that  the  fouls  of 
fuch,  efpecially,  as  fuffered  a  violent  death? 
were  converted  into  demons  %  and  this 
ppinion  had  preferved  its  ground  in  the 
time  of  Chryfoftom.  Now,  what  could 
bring  a  greater  reproach  upon  the  martyrs, 
than  the  opinion  of  their  quite  changing 
their  nature  at  death,  and  becoming  mif- 
chievous  fpirits  ?  Hence  fprang  the  zeal  of 
Chryfoflom  to  eradicate  the  notion,  that 
pofTeffing  demons  were  the  fouls  of  fuch 
perfons  as  fuffered  a  violent  death.  His 
warm  oppofition  to  this  notion  is  a  proof 
of  its  general  prevalence  amongft  Chriftians 
till  the  beginning  of  the  fifth  century ; 
and  proceeded,  perhaps,  chiefly  from  mo- 
tives of  policy  %      He  was  in  a  manner 

forced 

^  DifTert.  on  Mir.  p.  2C9,  and  Lucian's  Philopfeud. 
p.  34.6.  ed.  Amftelodam. 

=  Though  St.  Chryfoftom  fometimes  (vid.  in  Matth. 
Horn.  28.  al.  29.  torn.  vii.  p.  336,  cited  in  the  Eflay^ 
p.  51,  note.)  argues  in  general  terms  againfl  the 
cpfiiiion  of  the  fouls  of  the  deceafed  becoming  demons, 
yet  at  Other  times  (De  Lazaro,  cone.  ii.  tom.  i,  p.  727, 
ed.  Montfaucon.)  he  only  oppofes  this  opinion  as  far 

as 
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forced  into  this  oppofitlon  to  it,  in  order 
to  remedy  the  inconveniences  ariling  from 
it  with  refpeft  to  the  martyrs. 

I  have  now  examined  all  your  objeflions 
againft  the  opinion  concerning  poffefling 
demons  maintained  in  the  Effay ;  and,  I 
hope,   confirmed  what  is  there  advanced 

^s  it  refpe(5ted  thofe  who  died  a  violent  death  j  and 
feems  even  to  allow,  that  the  fouls  of  wicked  men  do 
become  demon3  :  ''  They  are  not  (fays  he)  the  fouls 
of  thofe  who  die  by  violence  that  become  demons,  but 
the  fouls  of  thofe  who  live  in  their  fms."  But  this  lan- 
guage you  reprefent  (Inq.  p.  21 2-)  as  an  eafy  figure  of 
fpcech,  becaufe  Chryfoftom  adds,a  t«?  ^a-ixq  avrujv [/.stccQch^- 

their  nature  not  being  changed^  but  their  choice  being  t9 
imitate  the  malice  of  demons.  St.  Chryfoftom  does  not 
here  retraft  what  he  had  faid  before,  that  the  fouls  of 
the  wricked,  not  thofe  of  martyrs,  became  demons; 
but  affigns  a  reafon  why  this  might  be  true  ;  viz.  "  the 
previous  difpofition  and  refolution  of  the  wicked  to 
imitate  the  malicioufnefs  of  demons,  which  could  not 
be  imputed  to  the  martyrs."  He  next  obferves,  that 
the  Scripture  calls  thofe  the  children  of  the  devil,  who 
are  like  him,  and  do  his  works  ;  which  ihews,  that 
men  fo  eminently  good  as  the  martyrs,  could  not, 
without  a  change  of  nature,  become  demons  or  mif- 
chievous  fpirits,  though  v/icked  men  might  become 
fuch  without  that  change. 

to 
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to  fhew,  that  the  Heathens,  the  Jews, 
the  firft  founders  of  chriftianity,  and  the 
primitive  Chriftians,  were  all  agreed  in 
confidering  them  as  human  fpirits. 

But  you  reprefent  this  as  a  very  ufelefs 
undertaking.  For  you  fay^,  that  inafmuch 
as  "  thefe  fpirits  wtre  judged  capable  of 
entering  the  bodies  of  mankind,  you  would 
fain  know  where  the  difference  lyes,  with 
regard  to  the  argument,  between  fuch  pof- 
feffions,  and  poffeffions  by  other  evil  fpirits. '* 
Were  the  reality  of  poffeffions  to  be  taken 
for  o-ranted,  it  would,  I  allow,  be  a  matter 
of  very  little  moment,  to  determine  who 
the  poffeffmg  fpirits  were.  But  as  the 
reality  of  poffeffions  is  the  main  point  in 
queilion,  it  is  of  great  importance  to  de- 
termine, v/hether  the  caufe  to  which  they 
are  referred,  be  capable  of  producing  fuch 
effsds.  If  the  poffeffing  demons  fpoken  of 
in  the  Nev/  Teflament  were  heathen  gods^ 
that  is,  fuch  human  fpirits  as  were  though|: 
to  become  deities  ;  then  the  Scripture  fur- 
nillies  us  with  two  unanfwerable  objedions 

f  Inquiry,  p.  135,  fee  p.  168. 

againft 
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ao-ainft  the  reality  of  their  poffeffions.     For- 
the    Scripture  both  afferts  the   utter  im- 
potence   of   all    the    heathen   gods^;    and 
gives  fuch  an  account  of  the  ftate  of  de*- 
parted  *"  fpirits,  as  is  abfoiutely  inconliftent 
with  their  having  any  power  of  entering 
the  bodies   of  mankind.     Both  thefe  ob*- 
jedlions   were   urged   in  the  Effay ;    and  I 
have  now  the  fatisfadlion  to  find,  that  the 
force  of  one  of  them  is  admitted  by  Dr. 
Worthing  ton  hlmfelf.     For  you  treat  th^ 
notion,   of  the  fouls  of  dead  men  having 
power  to  enter  the  bodies  of  others,  as  thC' 
greateft    abfurdity'.       You    likewife    ob- 
ferve^,    that  *'  we  read  in  Scripture  oi  the 
fpirits  in  prifon^ ;  but  we  do  not  read  of  any 
human  fpirits  releafed  from   the  prifon  of 
fleih,     being    fuffered    to    roam    at    large, 
and    to  be    made    the   fcourges    and    tor- 
mentors of  living  mortals." 

With   regard   to   the  moral  char aBer  of 
polTefiing  demons,  though  you  knew  I  ad- 

g  Effay,  p,  189,  et  feq.  ^  Effay,  p.  190,  191. 

and  Differt.  on  Mir.  p.  161. 

^  Inq.  p.  171,   172.  k  Ibid.  p.  182. 

^  I  Pet.  iii.  19. 

mitted 
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iliitted,  that  the  New  Tejiament  didcertalnlyi 

on  fome   occajionsy    by    demons,     mean  evil 

fpirits^ 'y  yet  you  reproach  mt  Wixh  feeming 

™  DifTert.  on  Miracles,  p.  207,  note  (=)  5  to  which 
very  note  you  refer  your  readers.  Inq.  p.  183.  That  I 
meant  pofleiEng  demons,  is  plain  from  the  reference  to 
Mat.  ix.  34.  See  Effay^  p.  58.  Neverthelefs,  you  are^ 
I  apprehend,  much  miilaken  in  affirming,  that  demon 
is  never  ufed  in  Scripture  but  in  a  bad  fenfe.  Inquiry^ 
p,  183,  184.  Mr.  Mede,  whom  you  mifreprefent  as 
feeing  of  the  fame  opinion  with  yourfelf,  has  fully 
proved,  that  in  A6ls  xvii.  18.  i  Gor.  x.  21.  i  Tim. 
iv.  I.  Rev.  ix.  20.  demon  is  not  to  be  taken  for  art 
evil  fpirit,  but  according  to  the  theology  of  the  Gen- 
tiles, for  a  deified  human  foul,  p.  634,  et  feq.  But 
you  think  that  even  in  A6t.  xvii.  18.  demon  could  not 
have  a  good  meaning,  becaufe  the  hedthm  philofopher^ 
Were  but  itt-d'ifpofed  towards  Chriji  and  his  apojlles.  Inq. 
p.  185.  It  was  very  natural  for  you  to  take  it  for  grant- 
ed, that  men  v/ill  mifreprefent  thofe  v/hom  they  diilike  : 
i)ut  I  think  it  poilible  that  a  Heathen  might  fcorn  fuch 
a  practice;  efpecially  in  a  cafe  where  the  very  abfurdity 
bf  it  would  prevent  its  ill  effect:.  Notwithftanding  what 
I  have  feen  in  your  book,  I  am  ftill  perfuaded  that  this 
argument  is  generally  conclufive. 

You  plead,  that  ^ac-i^ai_«xo»«   was  taken  by  the  Heathens 

in  a  good  fcnfe^^  but  that^  amon^  Chrijiians,  it  was  pui 

for  impiety.  Inq.  p.  134,     How  thenv/ould  St.  Paul  be 

linderftood  by  the  Heathens,   when  in  addreffing  them 

ke  flyled  them  ^sta-j^s^f/xoKSi-E^yg  ?    See  Effay,  p.  208, 

t0 
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io  have  a  great  tendernefs  for  their  moral 
thara^er^'y  and  even  With  feeming  to  have  a 
GREAT   VENERATION  for   them"",     Who 
grants  you  an  indulgence  for  ufing  fuch 
language.  It  may  become  you  well  to  con- 
lider. — As  to  feveral  of  the  epithets  applied 
to  demons  in  the  Gofpels,  I  ftill  think, 
that  they  do  not  refer  to  thtiv  perfonal  qua- 
Utiesy  but  to  the  effeBs  they  were  fuppofed 
to  produce.     You  fuppofe  that  fome  devils 
are  ^^^and  dumh^.     \i2iVQ  fpir it iial  h^ings 
corporeal  organs  ?    And  was  it  revealed  to 
the  evangelifts,  that  the  devils   to  whom 
you  refer  were  deprived  of  their  fpeech  and 
hearing  ?  Is  it  not  more  natural  to  fuppofe> 
that  the  men  faid  to  be  pofieffed  by  thefe  de- 
mons, v/ere  thought  to  be  thereby  rendered 
dumb  and  deaf?  Thatthis  was  really  the  cafe, 
will  appear  by  com.paring  the  evangelifts 
Matthew  and  Luke  together,  in  the  account 
they  give  of  the  fame  demonaic.  Matthew** 
fpeaks  only  of  the  demoniac  as  being  blind 
and  dumb :    There  was  brought  unto  J  ejus 
ene pojj'ejfed  with  a  demon  (in  the  original  it  is 

n  Inquiry,  p.  325.  °  Ibid.  p.  183.  f  lb. 

p.  5I5  322.  ^  ch,  xii.  22. 
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h  demoniac ')  blind  and  dumb :  and  he  healed 
him,  infomuch  that  the  blind  and  dumb  both 
fpake  and  f aw.  This  man's  diibrder,  as 
was  fhewn  ixi  the  Effay^  was  that  fpecies 
of  madnefs  called  melancholy,  which  fome- 
^times  renders  men  both  bUnd  and  dumb, 
,and  was  anciently  afcribed  to  poffeffion. 
Accordingly,  when  the  demon  was  gone 
out,  or  his  diforder  was  cured,  the  man 
recovered  his  fpeech  and  fight.  In  Luke 
we  read,  yejiis  was  cajiing  out  a  demon  ;  and 
it  was  dumb.  And  it  came  to  pafs,  when 
the  demon  was  gone  out,  the  dumb  fpake*. 
Explain  the  language  of  Luke  in  con- 
formity to  that  of  Matthew,  and  his  mean- 
ing will  be,  ^*  Jefus  was  curing  a  demo- 
niacal diforder,  which  had  rendered  the 
patient  dumb.  And  no  fooner  was  the 
diforder  cured,  than  the  patient  recovered 
his  fpeech."     The  Cambridge  manufcript 

reaQS,   '7r^oa-(^£ps7aiccvru^ui[Aon^i>iA,iyo;xu^6i,        And,    iU- 

deed,  it  is  felf-evident,  that  Luke  is  fpeak^ 
ing  of  the  effect  of  the  deaioniaci.1  diforder 

»  P.  113—116. 

*  Luke  xi..  14.        ,  ^ 

upon 
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Upon  the  patient.  If  the  demoniac  re- 
covered his  fpeech  at  this  time,  he  had 
certainly  loft  it  before. 

When  demons  are  called  unclean^  the 
reafon  feems  to  be,  that  perfons  under  that 
melancholy  and  maniacal  diforder,  of 
which  they  were  the  reputed  authors,  were 
continually  defiling  themfelves  with  ob- 
jects efteemed  by  the  Jews  unclean'.  But 
you  fuppofe  thefe  fpirits  were  called  un- 
cleattj  as  for  other  reafons,  fo  for  this  in 
particular,  their  inhabitijig  a  ?j2a?is  belly^ 
and  dwelling  in  that  place  which  is  the  re^ 
ceptacle  of  ordure'^.  You  may  more  eaiily 
quote  an  authority,  than  produce  a  good 
reafon,  for  this  opinion,  or  for  that  which 
you  next  mention'' ;  both  of  which  {hock 
common  fenfe  and  decency  too  m^uch,  to 
require  or  bear  a  refutation.  The  very 
fiUhinefs  of  this  part  of  your  work  fecures 
it  from  being  expofed  as  it  deferves. 

I  cannot  conclude  this  letter,  without 
obferving  farther,  that  from  the  principle 
here  contended  for  ;  viz.  ^'  that  poffeffions 

^  Eflay,  p.  62.  "  Inquiry,  p.  324.  ^  Inq. 

P-  325- 
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were  referred  to  human  fplrlts,"  It  canridi 
be  inferred,  that  I  deny  the  exiftence  of 
fallen  angels,  much  lefs  that  I  deny 
the  exiftence  of  human  fouls  in  a  ftate  of 
fcparation  from  the  body. 

You  are  pleafed  to  tell  the  world,  *^  that 
I  have  made  ihort  work  with  the  devil  and 
his  angels ;  and  have  done  more  than  all 
the  exorcifts  put  together  ever  pretended 
to :  that  I  have  laid  the  devil,  and  all 
other  evil  fpirits,  baniflied  them  out  of 
the  world,  and  in  a  manner  deftroyed  their 
very  exiftence^."  There  may  be  much 
wit,  but  indeed.  Sir,  there  is  no  truth  in 
this  language.  I  have  never  denied ;  nor 
could  I,  without  great  abfurdity,  take 
upon  me  to  deny,  the  exiftence  of  evil 
fpirits  originally  of  a  rank  fuperior  to  man- 
kind. And,  as  we  are  ignorant  of  the 
laws  of  the  fpiritual  world,  it  would  be 
great  prefumption  to  take  upon  us  to  de- 
termine the  fphere  of  their  operation. 
That  they  have  no  dominion  over  the  na- 
tural v/orld,  which  is  governed  by  fixed 
and  invariable  laws,  is  a  truth  attefted  in 
the  ampleft  manner    by   reafon,    by   re- 

r  Ap.  to  Inq.  p.  332, 
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Velation,  and  by  our  own  experience.  Bat 
the  queftion  is,  whether  poffeffions  are  re- 
ferred to  fallen  angels,  or  to  human  fpirits. 
To  fay  they  are  referred  to  the  latter,  is  by 
no  means  to  banifh  the  former  out  of  the 
world.  I  do  not  remember^  that  Mede^ 
or  Sykes,  or  Lardner,  were  ever  charged 
with^  or  even  fufpedted  of,  what  you  im~ 
pute  to  me,  and  what  you  might,  upon 
the  fame  grounds,  have  imputed  to  them. 

But  you  go  farther  ftill,  and  affirm^ 
that  ^*  I  feem  to  be  perfuaded,  that  Beel- 
zebub and  all  other  demons  are  non-en- 
tities ""^  and  that  I  have  laboured  to  prove 
their  non-exiftence  and  abfolute  nullity*/' 
You  add,  '^  that  if  thefe  demons,  or  deified 
human  fpirits  are  all  annihilated,  all  other 
human  fouls,  after  they  have  left  the  body, 
may  be  reduced  to  nothing*"  And  you 
afk  with  feeming  concern,  w/jaf  becoines  of 
the  doBrine  of  a  future  Jtate^  ?  To  the 
mj'^iyy  and  other  writings  of  the  fame  ten- 
dency, you  impute  the  revival  and  growth 

'  Ap.  to  Inq.  p.  332.  *  Inq.  p.  192,  fee  alfo 

p.  330.         .    ^  Inq.  p.  192. 
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of  the  Sadducean  creeds  that  there  is  neithef 
angel  nor fpirit^ . 

But  is  it  impoffible  for  human  fpirits  to 
exift,  unlefs  they  are  turned  into  demons  ? 
Does  not  Dr.  Worthington  himfelf  allow, 
that  the  fouls  of  men  furvive  the  dilTo- 
lution  of  the  body  ;  and,  at  the  fame  time, 
deny  their  power  of  poffeffing  mankind  ? 
If  the  dodlrine  of  the  ^]]dy  favours  the 
Sadducean  creed,  that  of  the  Inquiry  does 
the  fame.  But  you  fay,  the  author  of  the 
EiTay  has  laboured  to  prove  the  non- 
exiftence  and  abfolute  nullity  of  demons. 
What  he  really  attempted  to  prove,  is, 
that  thofe  reputed  demons  to  whom  pof- 
feilions  were  referred,  had  no  more  power 
to  produce  thefe  effedls,  than  if  they  had 
no  exiftence  in  nature''.  But  at  thefametime 
he  contends  for  the  reality  of  a  feparate  ftate  % 
and  for  the  exiftence  of  thofe  very  fpirits 
which  were  falfely  believed  to  be  changed 
into  demons,  of  whom  St.  James  fpeaks  un- 
der their  vulgar  denomination,  andt.f  whom 
he  fays,    that   they  believe  and   trembled 

c  Inquiry,  p.  227.  ^  Stridly  fpeaking,  they  had 

no  exiftence  at  all  as  demons.  ^  Diflert.  on  Mir. 

p.  161.  ^Eflliy,  p.  2ii. 
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Nay,  notwithftanding  all  the  pains  you 
have  taken  to  mifreprefent  me  as  Sadducec, 
you  were  willing,  in  cafe  you  were  charged 
with  this  mifreprefentation,  to  provide  your- 
felf  with  a  falvo,  by  faying^,  you perfuade 
yourfelf,  I  did  not  mean  to  carry  fny  argu- 
ment Jo  far^  that  is,  fo  far  as  to  conclude 
againft  the  permanency  of  human  fouls, 
after  tjie^y  have  left  the  body :  language, 
which  falls  far  fhort  of  what  you  know  to 
be  my  avowed  opinion,  but  which  never- 
thelefs  ferves  to  fhew,  you  did  not  really 
believe  me  to  be  a  favourer  of  the  Sad- 
ducean  creed,  though  you  were  not  very 
unwilling  to  convey  that  impreffion  of  me 
to  others. 

I  cannot  conclude  this  letter,  thoueh 
already  of  too  great  a  length,  without 
taking  notice  of  one  farther  argument  that 
you  have  employed  to  difcredit  the  notion 
of  polTeffing  demons  adopted  in  the  EfTay  ; 
viz.  *'  that  taken  from  its  infernal  origin.'* 
For  you  tell  us,  //  could  proceed  only  from  the 
father  of  lies ;  and  that  wicked fpirits  infufe  a 
belief  of  it  into  weak  people^ .  I  i  n  tended  to  com  - 
pliment  you  upon  this  notable  difcoyerv,  till 

%  Inquiry,  p.  192.  ^  Inq.   p.  206,  209. 

G  3  I  found. 
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I  found  you  modeifHy  gave  the  honour  of  it 
to  St.  Chryfoftom,  and  very  gratefully  ac-- 
knowledged  your  obligation  to  him  for  his 
information'\  Still,  Sir,  I  congratulate 
you  upon  your  eafy  and  expeditious  method 
of  anfwering  the  arguments  of  your  op- 
ponents. You  have  only  to  call  them  fug- 
geftions  of  the  devil;  that  is  a  fufficient 
refutation.  Your  opponents,  indeed,  might 
take  the  fame  method  to  refute  you ;  but 
they  are  under  lefs  temptation  to  do  it, 
and  have  fome  regard  to  their  reputation. 
Perhaps  it  would  be  a  matter  of  prudence 
in  you.  Sir,  to  be  fome  what  cautious  how 
you  claim  too  great  a  familiarity  v/ith  the 
devil,  and  profefs  to  be  let  into  his  fecrets, 
and  to  know  w^hat  particular  opinions  he 
infufes  into  the  minds  of  men.  You  would 
not  be  open  to  the  fame  fufpicion,  if,  when- 
ever you  were  at  a  lofs  to  anfwer  the  reafon- 
ings  of  your  opponents,  you  cried-out  with 
the  honeft  quaker  in  the  like  diftrefs.  Oh 
argument y  Oh  argument^  the  Lord  rebuke 
thee  ! 

I  am. 

Reverend  Sir,  &c- 

*  Inquiry,  p,  2io» 

LETTER 
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LETTER      III 


Reverend  Sir, 

HAVING  examined  at  large  your 
notion  of  poiTeffing  demons,  I  pro- 
ceed now  to  conlider  your  explication  of 
demoiziacal  pojjeffion . 

You  call  your  performance  ^^  an  im- 
partial inquiry  into  the  cafe  of  the  Gofpel 
demoniacs."  But  you  have  taken  very 
Jittle  care  to  ftate  their  cafe  with  preciiion; 
and  have,  I  apprehend,  much  miflaken  or 
mifreprefented  it.  You  had  undertaken 
to  produce  **  inftances  from  the  New 
Teftament,  of  the  devil's  poflefling  men 
under  different  names  from  that  of  de- 
mon \"  In  order  to  make  good  this  point, 
you  found  it  neceilary  to  rank  amongft  de- 
moniacs, thofe  perfons  who  were  not  really 
fuch. 

*  See  above,  p.  48,  and  Inq.  p.  152,  155 — 159. 
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You  mention  Judas  as  *^  an  inftance  that 
comes  fully  up  to  the  cafe  in  point ^/* 
Satan,  indeed,  is  faid  to  enter''  Judas  ;  but 
he  was  no  more  a  demoniac  than  Ananias, 
whofe  heart  Satan  had  filled^.  A  great 
diftindion  is  to  be  made  hziwctn  fat  anic  a  I 

^  Inquiry,  p.  92. 

*=  You  alTert,  (Inq.  p.  95.)  "  that  the  devil  did  li- 
terally, enter  into  the  body  of  the  traytor."  I  fhall  leave 
this  afTertion  to  the  rebuke  of  Calvin.  On  John  xiii. 
2^7,  he  fays,  Nimis  vero  infulfe  delirant,  qui  diabolum 
fingunt  eflentialiter,  ut  loquuntur,  Judam  intrafle^ 
Who  is  not  furprifed  to  find  you  affirming,  upon  the 
authority  of  the  mofl:  fuperilitious  amongft  all  the 
Heathens,  that  '*  evil  fpirits  take  the  opportunity  of 
conveying  themfelves  into  men's  bodies  vi^hile  they  are 
at  their  meals  j"  and  confirming  this  fenfelefs  opinion 
by  a  mifapplication  of  John  xiii.  27  ?  Inq.  p,  164,  165. 
The  evangelift,  in  the  paflage  to  which  you  refer, 
does  not  fay,  that  fatan  entered  Judas  zuith  the  fop, 
but  after  it.  The  delivery  of  the  fop  to  Judas,  w^as 
the  circumftance  that  exprefsly  marked  him  out  as  the 
traytor,  and  expofed  him  to  public  difgrace;  and  this 
fired  his  refentment  to  fuch  a  degree,  that  he  could 
bear  the  place  no  longer.  Finding  that  his  treachery 
ivas  difcovered,  he  thought  that  he  might  as  well  go 
and  receive  the  reward  of  it.  In  this  manner,  it  is  not 
improbable  ;  and  at  this  time,  it  is  certain,  the  temp- 
tation of  fatan  gained  fu.\\  admij/iofi  into  his  heart. 

^  Ads  V.  3. 

temptation 
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temptation  and  demoniacal  pojfejjion.  Nay, 
you  do  yourfelf  admit  %  ''  that  many  may 
be  too  much  in  the  power  of  the  devil^ 
without  being  bodily  poffefled  by  him." 

Nor  was  the  woman  ^  Y^hovnfatan  or  the 
adverfary  had  bounds  a  demoniac  j;   whether 
her  infirm  habit  of  body  proceeded  from 
the  relaxation  of  her   nerves,    or  w^as  iiz- 
jiiBed  by  an  evil  fpirit.     This  cafe  was  ex- 
plained in  the  Eflay^;    and  is,    in  efFeft, 
given    up    by    yourfelf.       For     you    fay% 
*^  this  cafe,  in  ftridnefs  of  fpeech,  cannot 
perhaps  be  called  a  poffejjion  fo  properly  as 
an  obfej/ion.     It  would,  perhaps,  have  been 
more   proper  to  have   obferved,     that  the 
miracle  performed  upon  her,  is  not  faid  to 
confift  either  in  the  ejedion  or  repuliion  of 
a  demon,  but  in  inaking  her  Jlraight\ 

The  language  of  Peter  to  which  you  next 
appeal^,  J  ejus  healed  all  that  were  opprejfed 
of  the  devil\  muft  not  be  expjained  by 
modern  opinions,  but  by  the  fentiments  of 
the  ancient  Jews,  who  confidered  all  dif^ 

e  Inq.  p.  156.  s  EITay,  p.  76—78. 

h  Inquiry,  p.  89.  ^  Luke  xiii.  13.  ^  Inq. 

p.  156.  '  Ads  X.   38.    See  EiTay,  p.  74. 

eafes. 
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cafes,  cfpecially  thofe  of  the  moil  ma- 
lignant nature,  as  proceeding  from  the 
agency  of  fome  fpiritual  being"',  afting  as 
the  inftrument  of  divine  providence".  But 
the  Jews  did  not  confider  all  that  were  op- 
preffed  by  an  evil  fpirit  or  difeafed,  as  being 
poiTeffed  by  demons.  Nor  will  you  affirm, 
that  all  the  fubj  e£ts  of  Ch  rift's  healing  power 
were  demoniacs.  It  is  abfurd  to  reftrain 
the  language  of  the  apoftle  to  any  one  par- 
ticular fpecies  of  diforders,  it  being  his 
immediate  dcfign  to  fliew,  that  Chrift  de- 
monftrated  his  divine  commiffion,  by  /jea/^ 
ing  (as  St.  Matthew  °  fpeaks)  all  manner  of 
Jlcknefss   and  all  manner  of  difeafe  amongjl 

^  See  EiTay,  p.  76.  Lightfoot  on  Luke  xiii,  11,  16. 
and  Hammond  on  John  vii.  20. 

n  Non  enim  invenies  Dcum  uUum  opus  fecifle,  nifi 
per  manus  alicujus  angeli,  Maimonides,  Mor.  Nevoc. 
p.  200.  We  have  feen,  that,  originally,  the  term 
fatariy  (which  is  equivalent  to  that  of  devil)  when  ap- 
plied to  an  angel,  did  not  exprefs  the  malignity  of  his 
difpcfition,  but  the  nature  of  his  commiffion,  or  his 
being  appointed  to  a61:  as  an  adverfary.  It  is  probable, 
however,  that  the  Jews  might  confider  the  angel  of 
affliction  and  puni/hment  as  an  evil  being,  but  ftill  as 
ailing  by  divine  cemmiflion. 

®  Ch.  iv.  23. 

tbc 
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the  people.  In  this  fenfe  the  language  of 
St.  Peter  is  underjftood  by  our  beft  inter- 
preters ^  And  had  you,  Sir,  when  you 
explained  it  of  fuch  as  were  polTeiTed  by  the 
devil,  recolledled  your  own  idea  of  pof- 
feffions,  as  not  neceffarily  importing  any 
bodily  difeafe,  you  could  not  have  been 
guilty  of  fo  great  an  abfurdity  as  that  of 
making  the  facred  hftiorian  fay,  what,  in 
effed,  you  do  make  him  fay,  that  Chrill 
healed  all  who  had  no  difeafe  to  be  healed. 

No  lefs  abfurd  is  it  to  fuppofe"^,  that  St„ 
Paul  refers  to  what  the  ancients  underftood 
by  poffeffion,  when  he  tells  the  Ephe{ians% 
In  time  p aft  ye  walked,  according  to  the  p7'ince 
cf  the  power  oftheair:^  the  prince  and  leader 
of  that  fpirit  or  temper  that  now  worketh 
in  the  children   of  difobedience.     St.  Paul  is 
here  defcribing  the  ftate  of  the  unconverted 
Gentiles,  and  you  fuppofe  that  he  repre- 
fents  them  all  as  demoniacs',  though  no- 
thing 

p  Omnes  segri,  qui  ad  Chriftum  adducuntur,  dicuntur 
infideri  a  dsemoniis.  Hammond  on  John  vii.  20.  ed, 
Clerici.  1  Inq,  p.  158.  ^  Chap.  ii.  2. 

s  This  ftrange  miftake,    I  fuppofe,    led  you  (Inq. 

p*  204O  to  conclude,  fyom  the  cuftom  of  the  convertif 

^  from 
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tiling   could    be   more   foreign    from   his 
purpofe'. 

I  have  now  examined,  as  I  had  before 
promifed,  all  the  cafes  that  you  have  pro- 
duced, as  inftances  of  the  devil's  pofTeffing 
men  under  different  names  from  that  of 
demon  j  and  they  ferve  only  to  fhew,  how 
little  you  underftood  your  fubjed:.  If  the 
doiftrine  of  the  learned  author,  whom  you 
cite  with  approbation",  be  true,  '*  that 
dreaming  is  hwt  pqffejjion  in  fleep^"  there  is 
fcarce  a  man  you  meet  with,  who  is  not 
poffeffed.  But  what  has  this  to  do  with 
the  demoniacs  of  the  Gofpel  ? 

The  ancients,  both  Heathens  and  Jews, 
affixed   as  precife  and  determinate  an  idea 

from  Heathenifm  to  renounce  the  devil  at  their  bap- 
tifm,  and  from  the  ceremony  of  exorcifmg  the  devil 
whi'.h  preceded  it,  that  the  pofTeffing  demons  were,  in 
the  opinion  of  the  primitive  Chriftians,  the  devil  and 
his  ano-els.  But  thcfe  renunciations  and  exorcifms 
have  not  the  leaft  relation  to  demoniacal  pofTeilion. 
«  They  did  not  fuppofe  the  catechumen  or  convert  to  be 
mad,  but  to  be  wicked,  and  as  fuch  under  the  power 
of  the  devil,  previous  to  his  baptifm. 

«  This  pafiage  is  explained  at  large.      DifTert.  on 
Miracles,  p.  155  —  161.        "  Appendix  to  Inq.  p.  344 

to 
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to  demoniacal  poflefiion,  as  they  did  to 
blindnefs,  deafiiefs,  fevers,  palfies,  or  any 
other  diftemper.  And  the  demoniacs  of 
the  New  Teftament  are  the  very  fame  with 
thofe  mentioned  in  other  authors'".  Both 
the  Syrophenician  v/oman,  who  was  a 
Heathen,  and  the  evangelifts  defcribe  the 
cafe  of  her  daughter  in  the  fame  terms  ^. 
The  cafe  alfo  of  the  epileptic  youth  is  re- 
prefented  no  otherwife  by  the  evangelifts^ 
than  it  is  by  his  father,  who  w*as  a  Jew^. 
It  would  be  as  unreafonable  to  affirm,  that 
the  blind,  the  lame,  and  the  deaf,  who 
were  cured  by  Chrift,  were  different  from 
thofe  defcribed  under  thefe  terms  in  other 
countries,  as  to  affirm  this  concerning  de- 
moniacs. Accordingly  the  facred  writers, 
no  lefs  than  the  ancient  Jews  and  Heathens, 
diftinguifh  demoniacs  from  thofe  who  la- 
boured under  other  complaints*.  Now, 
wherein  did  this  difference  conlift  ?  By 
what  fymptoms  were  they  diftinguifhed  ? 

^  EiTay,  p.  142.  ^  Mat.  xv.  22.     Mark  vii.  25. 

^  Compare  Mat.  xvli.  15,  18,  19.    Aiark  ix.   17 — 29. 
L'uke  ix.  37 — 42.  ^  Mat.  iv.  24.     Mark  i.  34, 

Luke  vii.  21.     ch.  viii.  2. 


Y 
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Vou  all  along  conlider  demoniacs  as  per- 
fons  who  had  a  demon  or  devil  in  them :  but 
this  is  a  very  defedlive  account  of  them  $ 
it  is  not  a  fufficient  difcrimination  of  themy 
even  on  your  own  principles.  For  you 
fuppofe,  that  evil  fpirits  enter  men  with 
their  food,  in  order  to  refrefh  themfelves 
with  the  ordure  of  the  human  body.  But 
no  one  who  had  a  fpirit  within  him  for 
fuch  a  purpofe,  was,  properly  fpeaking,  a 
demoniac. 

You  fometimes  fpeak  of  demoniacs  as 
great  and  enormd^is  Jinners,  In  thefe  fevere 
terms  you  reproach  Mary  Magdalen*'.  You 
reprefent  demoniacs  in  general,  as  being 
much  more  under  the  domiiiion  of  the  devil 
than  others^ ;  and  fay,  that  the  end  of  all 
diabolical  pojjejjion  inujl  have  been  to  corrupt 
the  hearts  of  men".  What  you  have  ad- 
vanced on  this  point,  is  totally  deftitute  of 
proof.  The  gofpel  never  fpeaks  of  pof- 
feffed  perfons  in  any  terms  of  reproach. 
We  read  of  one  who  had  been  a  demoniac 

^  Inq.  p.  83.  *"  P.  156,  157.  compare  p.  220, 

326.  ^  Inq.  p.  96. 

from 
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from  his  childhood^ ;  and  according  to  you, 
there  was  another,  whom  our  Saviour 
called  a  daughter  of  Abraham^  Will  you 
deliberately  affirm,  that  either  of  thefe 
perfons  was  a  great  and  enormous  iinner  ? 
Were  we  even  to  allow  the  truth  of  what 
you  have  advanced,  ftill  you  have  not  de- 
termined what  meafure  of  moral  guilt  is  a 
certain  fign  of  pofleffion. 

Nor  have  you  pointed  out  any  bodily 
diforders,     by  which  poffeffion  might  be 
certainly  known  and  diftinguiihed.     You 
fay,  indeed,  that  it  cannot  be  proved,  that 
any  one  demoniac  had  any  other  ?nadnefs,  or 
epilepjy,    or  other  complaint^    tha?z  fuch  as 
appears  to  have  been  aBiially  caufed  by  pof- 
fejjion^.     And  when  fpeaking  of  the   Ga- 
darene  demoniacs,  you  tell  us\  Tou  ca7inot 
difcover  any  infanity  in  either  of  thejn,  hut 
"what,  in   the  language  of  the  faculty y  was 
fymptomaticaU  andfoleiy  efeBed  by  the  devils 
that  poffeffed  them,     Thefe  expreffions  im- 
ply,   that    infanity     and    other    diforders 
might   be  the  effedl  of  poffeffion.      But, 

e  Mark  Ix.  21.  -jrai^ioSs*         f  Luke  xiii.   16. 
I  Inq.  p.  9.  *  P.  41. 

though 
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though  you  fyt^hoi ajymptomatkal ihfafittyy 
yet  you  have  not  informed  us  of  any  one 
fymptom  of  that  fpecies  of  infanity,  which 
is  efreifted  folely  by  devils  -,  and  confe- 
quently  leave  us  at  a  lofs  to  determine  who 
are  to  be  deemed  demoniacs.  Nay,  of  one 
demoniac  j^ou  fay%  **  it  doth  not  appear 
that  the  man  was  in  the  leaft  difprdered  in 
his  fenfes  ;  and  that  no  fuch  thing  is  men- 
tioned of  him  by  the  evangehfts,  even  as 
the  effed:  of  his  poffeffion/'  So  that  accord- 
ing to  your  account  of  the  matter,  a  man  may 
be  poffeffed  who  is  not  mad  ;  and  if  he  be 
mad,  we  cannot  pronounce  him  poffeffed^ 
You  go  farther  ftill ;  and  though  not 
unwilling  to  allow,  that  evil  fpirits  may 
take  advantage  of  men's  bodily  indif- 
polition'',  (juft  as  you  fuppofe  they  do  of 
men's  eating  and  drinking)  ;  yet  you  ex- 
prefsly  affirm ',  that  it  does  not  appear,  that 
thefe  demoniacs,  thofe  fpoken  of  by  Mat- 
thew"", had  any  natural  dif order  at  alL 
You  affirm  the  fam.e  of  Judas  %  whom  you 
confider  as  a  demoniac,  and  who  certainly 

^  Inq.  p.  i6.         ^  Appendix  to  Inq.  p.  342. 
^  Inq.  p.  g.  ""  Ch.  iv.  24.  "  P.  92. 

had 
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had  no  diftemper.  With  refped  to  the 
daughter  of  the  Syro-phenician  woman, 
you  dejire  it  may  be  obfervedy  that  here  is 
no  one  dijiemper  jnentionedy  as  conneBed  with 
this  cafe".  And  fpeaking  of  Mary  Mag- 
dalene, out  of  whom  our  Saviour  is  faid 
to  have  caft  £^vtx\  demons,  you  fay  ^  We 
find  not  a  word  of  afiy  difterhpery  much  lefs  of 
any  complication  of  diflempers,  which  fie  la-* 
houred  under* 

Such  is  the  account  you  have  given  of 
that  demoniacal  pofieffion  which  was  af- 
ferted  by  the  ancients  !  You  have  no 
conception  of  it's  true  nature  ^  nor  do  you 
point  out  thofe  peculiar  fymptoms,  on 
which  the  ancients  foulided  their  belief  of 
it.  This  error  has  led  you  into  many 
others,  and  affecSs  the  very  foundation  of 
your  fyftem.  Had  you  either  confulted 
the  ancients  youffelf,  or  attended  to  thofe 
extracts  from  them  which  were  laid  before 
I  you  in  the  work'^  you  undertook  to  refute, 
you  could  not  have  fallen  into  fuch  grofs 
miftakes  on  the  fubjed. 

P:  ®  Inquiry,  p.  82.  p  Inq.  p.  83.  1  Y.^-:,\\ 

ch.  i.  fed.  5,  6. 
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Demoniacs  (or,  if  I  may  be  allowed  the 
expreffion,  demonized perfons')  were  fuch  as 
were  thought  to  have  a  demon  or  demons, 
not  only  within  them,  but  infpiring  and 
aBuating  them ;  fufpending  the  faculties 
of  their  minds,  and  governing  the  members 
of  their  bodies.  The  demons  w^ere  fup- 
pofed  to  inform  the  bodies  of  the  poileffed, 
in  the  fame  manner  that  their  own  fouls 
did  at  all  other  times. 

Hence  it  came  to  pafs,  that  every  thing 
faid  or  done  by  the  demoniacs,  was  often 
afcribed  to  the  in-dwelling  demons. 
Plato',  if  we  may  credit  Clemens  Alexan- 
drinus,  affirms,  that  demoniacs  do  72§t  ufe 
their  own  dialeB  or  tonguCy  but  that  of  the 
demons  "who  have  entered  into  them.  The 
teftimony  of  Lucian,  when  Hating  the 
common  opinion  concerning  perfons  pof- 
felled,  is  full  to  our  purpofe  :  T^he  patient 
is  filent  y    the  demon  returns  the  anfwer  to 

s  Apud   Clem.  Alex.   Strom.  L   p.  405,  Oxon.    ot  rw 

the 


(     99     ) 

the  qiiejlions  that  are  ajked\  Accordingly" 
Apollonius  thus  addreffes  a  youth  fuppofed 
to  be  pofleffed  :  It  is  not  you  that  revile  me^ 
but  the  demon''.  The  reafon  of  this  lan- 
guage is  explained  by  what  Apollonius 
adds,  A  demon  agitates yoti"^^ 

The  demoniac  himfelf  indeed  is  fome- 
times  reprefented  as  fpeaking  and  adling ; 
but  it  is  becaufe  he  was  the  organ  or  in- 
ftrument  of  fpeech  and  aftion  to  the  demon 
by  whom  he  was  infpired  and  aduated* 
In  thefe  different  views,  what  was  faid  or 
done,  was  attributed  fom-etimes  to  the 
one,  and  fome times  to  the  other.  Nor  ig 
it  unufual  on  other  occafions,  to  refer  the 
fame  ad:  indifferently,  either  to  the  agent, 
or  to  the  inftrument.  The  demoniac, 
during  the  time  of  his  polTeflion,  was  fo 
entirely  out  of  his  own  power,  and  fo  ab- 
folutely  under  the  influence  of  the  demon, 
that  he  was  not  confidcred  as  beinp-  him- 

^    O   ^,^)/  V07COV  uvro;  cicdTTa.  o  ocuy^cjv  di  wrroiif.vBTa,:,    tX7\.r}ViCuj}f 

t-jQa.'^'^api^cov,  Lucian  Philopfeud.  p.  337,  torn.  2.  ed.  Am- 
ftel.   1687. 

*  a  <7y  rccvrcc  locicrBrf  aAA  o  ^<x\u,uv,  Philoftrat.  vit. 
Apollon.  p.  157.  ed.  O'ear.    Compare  Mark  i.   23 — 26. 

^  ^alixav  tAat'vEi  as.     Philoilrat.  ubi  fupra, 

H  2  '  felf. 
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{clt)  but  rather  as  a  demon,  and  was  oftefi 
addrefied  under  that  very  titled 

Demoniacs  having  been  educated  in  the 
common  opinion  concerning  the  nature 
Siud  reality  of  pofleffions,  did  (as  it  v^as 
natural  to  fuppofe  they  would)  frequently 
fancy  themfelves  to  be  poiTefled.  Accord- 
ingly v/e  find  them  addreffing  the  fpirits 
that  they  fuppofed  to  be  within  them%  and 
fpeaking  and  adling  in  conformity  to  the 
apprehended  fentiments  and  inclinations  of 
.  thofe  fpirits  \  They  either  conceived  of 
themfelves  as  being  demons ;  or  fpoke  in 
the  fame  manner  as  if  they  had  been  fuch, 
becaufe  they  coniidered  themfelves  as  fpeak- 
ing in  their  name,  and  under  their  in- 
fluenced 

The  peculiar  fymptoms  of  demoniacal 
poileflion  wxre  certain  kinds  of  infanity, 
fuch  as  the  ancients  could  not  account  for 
by  natural  caufes  %  and  feemed  to  argue  the 
feizure  of  the   underftanding  by  a  male- 

y  Loquere  larva.    Plautus,  Mercator,  a6l.  v.  fc.  Iv. 
V.  20.  ^  Effay,  p.  251.  note  («).  ^  Id.  ib. 

note  (2),  ^  See  ElTay,  p.  250 — 256. 

« Id.  p.  88. 

volent 
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volent  demon,  who  inftigated  the  unhappy 
patient  to  every  thing  that  was  extravagant, 
and  injurious  to  himfelf  and  others.  It 
has.  been  fhewn  %  that  amongft  the  Greeks, 
the  Latins,  the  Jews,  and  other  eaftern 
people  %  -infanity  was  an  infeparable  efFedt 
of  poffeffion  :  that  amongft  the  primitive 
Chriftians,  reputed  demoniacs  were  all 
mad,    melancholy,    or  epileptic  perfons  ^ : 

and 

^  EfTay,  ch.  i.  feci.  v. 

«  With  refpedl  to  the  Turcs,  the  Arabs,  and  the 
Perfians,  in  particular,  my  learned  and  worthy  friend, 
Michael  Dodfon,  Efq.  has  referred  me  to  the  following 
pafTage  in  Hyde's  Rel,  Vet.  Perf.  p,  400,  ed.  Oxon. 
1760,  which  confirms  what  is  advanced  in  the  Effay  : 
Quod  autem  infani  afiflimarentur  fan6li,  non  eft  mirum, 
cum  omnes  vates,  tempore  vaticinii,  fere  erant  quafi 
ecftatici  :  et  fane  apud  Turcas,  qui  de  dicSlis  oraculis 
nihil  unquam  audiverunt,  etiam  hodje,  quivis  ma- 
niacus  aeftimatur  fanctus,  quia  fpiritu  (ut  credunt)  af- 
flatus et  aclus  ;  unde  fauflum  ducitur  talis  hominis 
manicam  tangere,  vel  eum  tangere,  qui  eandem  teti- 
gerat.  Et  talis  ab  eis  &  Arabibus  vocatur — fpiritu  ob- 
fefTus,  a  Perils  —  dsemoniacus,  furens,  feu  —  furens 
Deo,  numine  ta6lus  et  aiHatus,  svSss;. 

f  See  EiTay,  p.  126,  127,  and  the  paiTage  from 
LacSlantius  in  particular,  there  cited,  which  explrJns  the 
fentiments  of  the  ancient  Chriftians,  both  concerning 
the  demoniacs  of  their  own  times,  and  thofe  cured  by 

H  3  Chrii 
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and  that  fuch  likewife  were  all  the  de- 
moniacs of  the  New  Teftament^.  The 
fymptoms  of  the  latter  are  the  very  fame 
with  thofe  of  the  demoniacs  defcribed  in 
other  ancient  writings ;  and  are  all  ma- 
niacal or  epileptic. 

In  feme  inftances,  indeed,  no  particular 
fymptoms  are  fpeciiied ;  and  hence  you  are 
forward  to  conclude,  that  fome  demoniacs 
had  no  diforder  of  underftanding,  nor  any 
diftemper  whaifoever.  But  you  forget. 
Sir,  that  amongfl  the  ancients,  no  mau 
was  thought  to  be  poffeffed,  who  was  not 
infane''.  Thefe  two  things,  pofleflion  and 
infanity,  were  fuppofed  to  bear  to  each 
other  the  relation  of  caufe  and  eifeft ;  and 
it  was  from  the  latter,  that  men  inferred 
the  former*.  Hence  it  came  to  pafs,  that 
to  be  pofTeffed,  and  to  be  mad,  were  ufed 
in  a  great  rneafure  as  equivalent  expref- 
lions.  So  neceilarily  was  the  idea  of  in- 
fanity connedted  with   that   of  poiTeffion, 

Chrift,     See  alfo  Beza,    cited  in  the  EiTay,  p.  3423 
note  (^). 

g  ElTav,  ch.  i.  fe6l.  vi. 

^  EfTay,  p.  78^  et  feq. 

*  See  Philoftrat,  vit.  Appollon.  p.  157, 

that 


C     1^3     ) 

that.  In  the  age  and  country  In  which 
Ch'Hil:  lived,  polTeffion  became  a  term  to 
exprefs  iiifanity,  even  in  cafes  in  vs^hich 
the  ktter  did  not  proceed  from  the  former, 
and  is  exprefsiy  referred  to  a  different 
caufe*.  V/hen  the  evangelills,  therefore, 
call  any  one  a  demoniac  j  or  fay,  he  had  a 
demoUy  they  by  th^fe  very  terms  reprefent 
him  as  mad.  Your  notion  of  demoniacs, 
though  it  may  be  countenanced  by  a  few 
moderns.  Is  one  of  the  moft  glaring  con- 
tradidHons  to  the  fentiments  of  the  an- 
cients (who  certainly  beft  knew  their  own 
meanin<j)   I   have  ever  met  with.     If  the 

of 

demoniacs  of  the  Gofpel  laboured  under 
no  diflemper  whatfoever,    why   is  It  faid, 
that  tbey  were  curedy    and  made  ivhole' ', 
and  even  that  they  were  cured  or  healed  of 
evilfpirits^?     This  language  implies,  that 

*  Effay,  p.  84. 

*  Mat.  iv.  24.  ch.  xvli.  18.  Lukevl.  18.  ch.  ix.  42. 
Kdi.  V.  16.  Concerning  the  daughter  of  the  Syro- 
pheniclan  wom^n  in  particular,  it  is  faid,  fne  was 
made  whole.  Mat.  xv.  28.  which  ill  agrees  with  your 
obfervation,  (Inq.  p.  82.)  "  that  there  is  no  one  di- 
ilemper  mentioned,  as  connected  v/ith  this  cafe.*' 

^  Chrift  cured  many  cf  infinnines^  and  plagues^  and 
evil  fpirits^  Luke  vii.  21.  Cert  am  women  had  been 
keakd  of  evil  fpirits  and  infirmities^  ch,  viii.  2. 

H  4  they 
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tliey  had  fome  dlfeafe,  and  that  the  phrafe, 
evil  fpirits,  did  itfelf  import  a  fpecies  of 
difeales.  And  if  that  fpecies  of  difeafes 
was  not  maniacal,  why  is  the  cure  of  it 
defcribed    by    a    reftoratiop   to    fanity   of 

mind'  ? 

You  contradld  yourfelf,   as  well  as  op- 
nofe   the  truth,  in   the  account  you  have 
o-iven    of  the   nature  of  demoniacal   pof- 
feffion.       Though,    when  it  ferved   your 
purpofe,    you    maintain,     that    fome    de- 
moniacs are  mentmted  ivlthout  reference  to 
any   dijlemper  whatfoever'''  -,    yet,    at  other 
times,  your  language  plainly  implies,  that 
demoniacs,  as  fuch,  were  mad  :    for  you 
reprefent  their  cure  as  confifting  in  their 
bein^  rejlored  to  their  right  mind"".     When 
fpeaking  of  the  drowning  of  the  fwine,  you 
fay,    ^'  that  it  proceeded  from   the   rage, 
which  the  pofleffion  naturally  produced  in 
them\"       Now,     if   poilefllon    produces 
madnefs  naturally  ;    then  every  perfon  that 
was  poiTefTed  was   certainly  mad ;    which 

4 

^  Efiay,  p.  103.  "^  Inq.  p.  9. 

"  Inq.  p.  220.  "  Inq.  p.  30. 

is 


(     105    ) 

is  all  that  we  here  undertook  to  prove- 
The  prefent  queftion  does  not  concern  the 
reality,  but  the  nature  and  fymptoms,  of 
poffeffion.  Even  fupppfing  poiTeffions  to 
be  real,  ftill  it  muft  be  allowed,  that  mad- 
jiefs  was  their  concomitant  and  efFeft. 

From  hence  it  appears,  that  the  queftion 
between  us,  is  not.    Whether  the  fojfejjions 
mentioned  in  the  Gofpel  are  real  or  imaginary^ ^ 
in  your  abftrafted  view  of  them,  or  with- 
out including  thofe  effefts  which  they  were 
always  fuppofed  to  produce,  and  which  the 
VQry  terms,  demoniacal  feizure  or  pojjejjiony 
were  ufed  to  exprefs.     The  only  proper 
queftion  on  this  fubjed:,    is,    ^'Whether 
thofe   kinds  of  infanity  which  were  con- 
fidered  by  the  ancients,   as  the  fymptoms 
and   evidences    of    demoniacal    pofleflion, 
were  truly  fuch  i   or  proceeded  from  na- 
tural caufes/* 

From  the  foregoing  explication  of  de- 
moniacal pofleflion,  w^e  may  alfo  learn, 
upon  what  ground  it  was  that  the  ancients 
diftinguiftied  demoniacs  from  the  difeafed, 

P  Inquiry,  p.  i. 

and 
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and  even  from  lunatics.     That  the  New 
Teftament  itfelf  makes  fuch  a  diftinclionj 
I    readily    admit.       The   evangelift  fays% 
'They  brought  to   'J ejus  all  Jick  people,  that 
were  taken  with  divers  difecifes  and  torments ^ 
and  (or  even^  thofe  which  were  pojj'ejfed  with 
devils  (in  the  original  they  are  defcribed  by 
one  word',  which  i\<^\\\iLt^  demoniacs^,  and 
thofe  which  were  lunatic ,  and  thofe  that  had 
.the  palfy.     Hence   you%    Sir,    after  many 
others,  raife  an  objediion  againft  the  doc- 
trine of  the  EfTay,  under  a  miftaken  ap- 
prehenlion,  that  if  reputed  demoniacs  only 
laboured    under   natural    diforders,     there 
could  be  no  foundation  for  the  diftindlion 
made  in  the  Gofpel  between  their  cafe,  and 
that  of  the  other  perfons  fpecified   by  St. 

Matthew. 

When  pofTeflions  were  diftinguifhed  frorn 

difeafes ;  by  the  latter,  the  ancients  meancd 

fuch   difeafes  as  affed:  only  the   body,    or 

imply    fome    diforder    in    the    corporeal 

fyftem  ^     w^hile   the  former   fuppofed   an 

«i  Mat,  iv.  24.     See  EfTay,  p.  64. 
^  Inq.  p.  7,  &  feq. 
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alienation  of  mindy  fuch  as  did  not  proceed 
from  any  diforder  in  the  corporeal  fyftem, 
but  from  the  immediate  prefence  and 
agency  of  a  demon.  This  fuppofed  dif- 
ference in  the  two  cafes,  is  the  ob- 
vious ground  of  the  diflindion  originally 
made  between  poffeffions  and  difeafes  :  a 
diftindion,  however,  that  the  New  Tefta- 
ment  does  not  always  obferve.  For  it 
fometimes  comprehends  poffeflions  under 
difeafes,  or  fpeaks  of  the  latter  as  a  diftindl 
fpecies  of  the  former  \ 

As  to  the  diftind:ion  made  between  pof- 
feffions and  lunacies,  there  is  no  difficulty 
in  accounting  for  it.  Amongfl:  the  mo- 
derns, indeed,  madmen  and  lunatics  are 
the  fame ;  but  they  were  not  fo  amongfl: 
the  ancients.  Both  were  confidered  as 
cafes  of  polTeffion  ;  both  likcwife  were  cafes 
of  infanity  j  neverthelefs,  they  were  con- 
tra-diftingui(hed  from  each  other  on  ac- 
count of  their  different  fymptoms.  By 
demoniacs,  fuch  as  were  emphatically  fo 
called,  and  without  any  farther  defcripcion^ 

^  EiTay,  ch.  i,  fe6t,  iv.  and  p.  352. 

the 
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the  ancients  always  meaned  madmen,  orpof- 
feffed  madmen.  By  lunatics  they  meaned 
epi leptics .  The  latter  denomination  expreff- 
ed  the  peculiar  fymptoms  of  their  diforder ; 
the  former  was  given  them,  becaufe  the 
paroxyfms  and  periods  of  it  were  fuppofed 
to  be  regulated  by  the  moon  '^.  As  the  fits 
of  this  diforder  were  afcribed  to  poffeffion ; 
fo  the  patients  were  thought  to  be  more 
fubjefl:  to  the  incurfion  of  demons  at  the 
changes  of  the  moon,  than  at  any  other: 
time''. 

From  thefe  circumftances  it  is  evident, 
that,  in  the  opinion  of  the  ancients,  every 
demoniac  w^as  not  a  lunatic  or  an  epileptic 
perfon ;  though  the  latter  had  a  demon  no 
lefs  than  the  former.  Their  refpedive 
diforders  were  different  in  their  own  na- 
tures, and  attended  with  different  fymp- 
toms. The  evangelifts,  therefore,  might 
as  reafonably  diftlnguifh  between  demo- 
niacs and  lunatics,  as  the  moderns  do  be^ 
tween  madmen  and  epileptics.  The  ob- 
jodiion  we  have  been  confidering,  fre- 
quently as  it  has  been  urged,  is  excufeable 
only  in  an  Englifli  reader  5    being    built 

^  Efiay,  p.  lao,  121.  ''P.  122. 
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entirely  on  the  falfe  fuppofitlon,  that  lu- 
nacy had  the  fame  meaning  affixed  to  it  by 
the  ancients,  as  it  bears  in  our  own  lan- 
guage. 

I  will  trefpafs  on  your  patience  one 
moment  longer,  for  the  fake  of  obferving, 
that  the  fame  perfon  might  be  both  a  de- 
moniac (or  madman)  and  an  epileptic. 
Such,  perhaps,  the  youth  in  the  golpei 
tvas''.  He  w^as  lunatic  and  fore  vexed"" :  he 
was  vexed  by  a  demon,  or  difordered  in  his 
mind,  as  well  as  fubjed  to  epileptic  fits. 
Or  the  expreffion  may  only  import,  that 
during  thefe  fits,  he  was  violently  agi- 
tated by  demons,  or  quite  outrageous. 

I  am. 

Reverend  Sir, 

Your's,  &c. 

y  Is  aut  infanus  fmiul  erat  et  epilepticus,  quod  non 
raro  fit ;  aut  epilepfia  ad  lunas  circultus  revertente, 
quod  frequcntiflimum  eft,  laborabat.  Mead's  Medica 
Sacra,  p.  82.  Saepe  enlm  evenit,  ut  poft  longum 
tefppus  dementiae  fuperveniat  epilepfia.  Sunt  enim 
affines  hi  morbi,  p.  69.     See  EfTay,  p.  118 — 124. 

«  Mat.  xvii.  15. 

LETTER 
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LETTER     IV, 


Reverend  Sh% 
^T^HOUGH  you  had  not  formed  a  juft 
•*-  idea  of  the  nature  of  demoniacal 
pofTeffion,  you  have  fhewn  a  vtry  fufficient 
zeal  to  fupport  its  reality.  Your  proofs  of 
this  point,  I  now  proceed  to  examine. 

You  begin  with  obferving,  that  this  is 
a  quejiion  of  facis^  -^  that  fadts  are  objeBs  of 
fenfey  than  which  there  is  nothing  we  are  lefs 
liable  to  he  deceived  in  ^ ;  that  they  are  the 
proper  fubjeBs  of  tefimojty'^;  and  that  they 
ought  to  be  received  when  properly  at- 
tejied\  You  obferve  farther,  that  iifuch 
faBs  ftand  upon  the  evidence  of  a  divine 
teftimony ;  if  they  are  recorded  by  infpired 
writers y  they  have  the?i  a  fanBion  above  all 
that  is  hwnan^.     Thefe  general  principles 

'  Inquiry,  p,  2..         ^  lb.  '  P«  3«         ^  P-  5» 
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you  apply  to  the  cafe  of  the  New  Tefta- 

ment  demoniacs;  and  plead  %  that  the  nar-' 

rationsy  which  we  meet  with  in  the  go/pel, 
of  perfons  pojjeff'ed  with   evil  fpiritSy    7'un 

in    the    ufual  Jlile    of    hfory^     as    other 
hijlorical  fiBs   are  generally  related ;    a?2d 
that     there     is     7iot     the   leaji     inti??iation 
given    any   where y     throughout   the    Scrip- 
turesy     that     they    are    to     be    u?iderJiood 
dtherwifcy    than    as   real  matters    of  faci^ 
You  then    diftlndly  examine  the    feveral 
cafes   of  reputed  poffeilion  related  in  the 
hiftorical   bocks    of  the  New  Teftament, 
and    argue    from    the    refped:ive    circum- 
ftances  of  each.     But  the  great  argument 
which  you  draw  from  all  thefe  cafes,  is 
the  apprehended  teilimony  of  Chrift  and 
his  apoftles  to  the  fa6ts  in  queftion.     You 
all  along  endeavour  to  fhew,  that  \}i\Q  lan- 
guage of  thefe  divine  inftrud:ors  aflerts  or 
implies  the  dodlrine  of  real  poffefiions. 

This  being  the  argument  which  you 
have  moll  laboured  ;  and  on  which  many 
others  lay  the  greateft  ftrefs ;  I  will  exa- 
mine it  with  attention  and  candour.  Much 

«  Inq.  p,  5,  6,  fee  alfo  p.  12,  13. 
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\Vas  faid  in  the  ElTayf  to  fhew  its  weaknefsj, 
of  which  you  have  taken  fcarce  any  notice ; 
and  1  might  content  myfelf  with  deiiring 
you  to  anfwer  what  has  been  already  of- 
fered ;  but  the  fiibjeQ:  will  bear  farther 
illuftration. 

The  various  expreflions  ufed  by  Chrifl: 
and  his  apoftles,  which  feem  to  you  to 
alTert  or  imply  the  reality  of  poffeffions, 
may  be  comprehended  under  thefe  three 
divifions.  I.  Such  as  defcribe  the  difordef 
of  the  demoniacs.  The  hiflorians  affirm, 
th&t  the  people  brought  to  Jefus,  and  to 
his  apoftles^  (not  thofe  w/jo  were  pojjejjed 
with  devils,  but)  demoniacs^,  and  fuch  as 
wei'e  vexed  with  unclean  fpir its.  They  tell 
us,  that  one  perfon  had  feven  deinons -, 
another,  a  legion"^  ;  and  a  third,  a  fpirit  of 

f  Inq.  p.  307—379. 

*  I  ht£z  fpeak,  as  you  do,  on  the  fuppofitlon  that  the 
words  (tov  l^^rtKora  rov  T^iyiuva^  him  that  had  the  legion^  in 
Mark  V.  15.  are  genuine.  It  ought,  however,  to  be 
obferved,  that  Dr.  Mill  is  pofitive,  they  are  an  inter- 
polation. Even  fuppoling  them  to  be  genuine,  the 
evangellil  might  only  mean2  "  him  v/ho  faid  he  had  a 
legion." 

Python 
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Python'"-  or  divination.  Concerning  the 
epileptic  youth,  the  evangelifts  fay^,  the 
Jpirit  rent  hi?7i  fore,  the  demon  threw  him 
downy  and  tare  or  convulfed  him :  and  con- 
cerning the  Gadarene  demoniac,  he  was 
driven  of  the  demon  into  the  wildernefs\ 
2.  Such  as  delcribe  the  cure  of  the  de- 
moniacs. Matthew  affirms,  that  Jefus  cafi 
out  fpirits  with  his  word.  Chrift  himfelf 
declares,  Beholdy  I  cafl  out  demons !  He 
commiffioned  his  apoftles  to  cafl  out  demons^ 
And  the  feventy  difciples  faid  to  Chrift, 
Lord  even  demons  are  fubjedl  to  us,  through 
thy  name.  3.  Belides  thefe  feemingly  di- 
redl  affertions  of  poffeffions  and  difpof- 
feffions,  feveral  other  expreffions  ufed  by 
Chrift  or  his  apoftles,  are  thought  ftrongly 
to  imply  the  reality  of  both.  The  hiftory 
reprefents  the  demons  as  ipeaking  to  Chrift 
or  his  apoftles,  and  crying  with  a  loud 
voice ;  and  it  reprefents  thefe  founders  of 
chriftianity    as  rebuking  the  demons,    com^ 

*  Tiv^ajvoc.      A£l.  Xvi.     16. 

k  Mark  ix.  22.    Luke  ix.  42. 
i  Luke  viii.  29. 
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fhanding  them  to  hold  their  peace,    and  fe 
come  out. 

It  is  chiefly  from  thefe,  or  other  per- 
fedtly  fimilar  palTages,  that  you  draw  this 
important  conclufion^  that  the  poffeffions 
and  difpoflfeflions  fpoken  of  in  the  New 
Teftament,  are  attefted  as  real  fafcs ;  and 
that  they  ought  to  be  admitted  as  fuch, 
both  on  account  of  the  natural  qualifi- 
cations of  the  witneffes,  and  their  authority 
as  infpiredand  infallible  writers".  So  well 
fatisfied  are  you  with  the  force  of  this 
reafoning,  that  you  fay,  *'  you  do  not 
know  what  can  7iow  be  faid  to  invalidate 
the  belief  of  thefe  poffeffions"." 

I  will  take  the  liberty,  however,  of  fub- 
Biitting  the  foUov/ing  particulars  to  your 
confideration. 

I.  The  poffeffion  and  difpoffeffion  of 
demons,  as  they  are  explained  by  you, 
even  fuppofiug  them  to  be  real  fafts, 
are  not,  in  their  own  nature,  objefts 
of  fenfe ;  and  therefore  cannot  be  fup- 
ported  by  the  tefdmony  of  fenfe. 

That  incorporeal  beings  are  neither  vi- 
fible  to  our  eyes  of  flefh,  nor  difcernible 


m 
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by  any  of  our  corporeal  organs.  Is  too 
evident  to  require  proof.  You  yourfelf 
were  aware  of  this ;  for  you  plead  %  tia^ 
ja^s,  which  are  not  ohjeBs  offenfe,  may  not^ 
withjianding  be  fufficiently  attejled  and  afcer-^ 
tained  by  their  effeBs  and  circumjiances :  and 
you  apply  this  obfervation  to  the  cafe  of 
.poffeffions  and  difpofleffions,  which,  you 
affirm,  ^^  might  have  been  vijible  enough  in 
their  effeBs  and  confequences"^ .''  To  render 
this  remark  ferviceable  to  your  caufe,  you 
fhould  inform  us,  what  thofe  effedls  and 
confequences  are,  which  afcertain  the  reality 
of  poffeffions  and  difpoffeffions*  This  talk 
you  have  undertaken ;  but,  I  apprehend, 
without  any  fuccefs* 

There  are,  you  obferve%  7?2any  pheno^ 
niena  in  the  w.aterial  world  which  efcape  our 
fenfes,  the  reality  of  which  notwithjiandingy 
is  incontrovertible.  We  cannot  fee  the  windy 
but  we  hear  the  found  of  it,  and  feel  its 
power.  All  men  beHeve  there  is  fuch  a 
meteor  as  the  wind,  becaufe  they  hear  the 

•  Inq.  p.  3.  P  lb.  p.  143,  144. 

^  Inq.  p<  144. 
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found  of  It,    and  feel  its  fenfible  efFeds, 
And  all  men   will  believe  the  reality  of 
poiTeflions,  when  you  point  out,  with  clear- 
nefs  and  certainty,  fuch  effects  of  them  as 
equally  fall  under  the  notice  of  their  fenfes. 
Inftead  of  doing  this,  you  change  the  ftate 
of  the   queilion,  and  immediately  add.  If 
ive   are   to   believe  nothing   about  fpiritual 
beings y  but  what  falls  under  our  fenfesy  we 
miiji  not  believe  fo  much  as  the  exiftence  of 
any  of  them.     The  queilion  was  not,  whe- 
ther we  may  not  have  fufiicient  reafon  to 
believe  the  exiftence  and  agency  of  fpi- 
ritual   beings,    though    they    do   not   fall 
under  the  notice  of  our  fenfes  ;   but  whe- 
ther their  poffeffions  did,  in   their  eifedls 
and  confequences,  fall  under  the  notice  of 
our  fenfes i 

*'  No  natural  diftemper,'*  you  farther 
plead',  **  could  ever  be  attended  with 
more  dreadful  agonies  than  thefe  pofieffions 
were."  Pray,  Sir,  inform  the  world,  by 
what  criterion  you  diftingui/li  agonies  pro- 
duced by  demons,  from  thofe  v/hich  pro- 
ceed from  natural  caufes.     You  fpeak  of  a 

f  Inq.  p.  145. 
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variety  ofjymptoms'  in  the  feveral  cafes  of 
the  New  Teftament  demoniacs.  But  not- 
withftanding  this  variety,  you  have  not 
pointed  out  one  fure  fy mptom  of  pof- 
feffion. 

If  you  can  not  give  us  any  fure  fign  of 
pofleffion,  you  muft  be  equally  at  a  lofs  to 
furnifh  us  v/ith  any  fure  fign  of  difpof- 
feflion.  Self-evident  as  it  is,  that  the 
ejedlion  of  a  demon  from  the  human  body 
does  no  more  fall  under  the  notice  of  our 
fenfes,  than  his  entrance  into  it,  yet  you 
are  pleafed  to  fay,  that  **  there  is  as  much 
evidence  that  a  demon  is  expelled,  arifing 
from  the  work  itfelf,  as  there  is  from  the 
cure  of  a  difeafe  y  the  alteration  produced 
being  no  lefs  difcernible  in  the  one,  than 
in  the  other/*  Every  one  knows  what 
ficknefs  and  health  are,  and  therefore  can- 
not be  ignorant  what  alteration  is  made  in 
a  fick  man,  when  he  recovers  his  health. 
But  is  poffeffion  as  obvious  to  our  fenfes  as 
ficknefs  is  ?  You  do  yourfelf  plead',  that 
many  demoniacs  do  not  appear  to  have  any 

'Inq.  p.  145.  ^  P.  144.  tiiiq. 

p.  g.     See  above,  p.  96,  97. 
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natural  diforder  at  all ;  and  you  have  not 
hitherto  ihewn  what  other  effedls  are  pro- 
duced by  the  devil's  entrance  into  any  one. 
How  then  can  you  determine  what  al- 
teration is  made  in  him,  when  the  devil  is 
expelled  ? 

Had  I  not  good  reafon  then  to  call  difpof- 
feffions,  fuppofing  them  to  be  real,  invijible 
miracles,  and  to  affert  that  they  cannot 
furnifh  out  any  fenfible  and  public  proof  oi 
Chrift's  power  over  demons "  ?  Neverthelefs, 
you  fay,  thefe  are  dow7iright  offer tio?2s  againjl 
faB^  as  abundantly  appears  from  what  has 
been  already  obferved''.  You  will  be  al- 
lowed to  ufe  this  language,  when  you  have 
pointed  out  the  viable  difcriminating  effedls 
of  difpofleffion,  confidered  abftrad:edlyfrom 
the  cure  of  a  diftemper.  Till  then,  the 
moft  prudent  anfwer  you  can  return  to 
what  I  had  urged  to  fhew,  that  the  bare 
expulfion  of  a  fpiritual  and  invifible  being 
from  the  human  body,  can  carry  no  con- 
vidion  to  mankind,  is  to  affirm  roundly, 
that  It  does  not  deferve  to  have  any  notice  to  be 

^E%,  p.  386—396.         '      ^  Inq.  p.  145,  146. 
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iQken  of  U^-   This  you  have  affirmed ;  but 
I  am  perfuaded,    you  v/ere  fcarce  fatisfied 
with  yourfelf  in   fo  doing.      For  you  do 
take  further  notice  of  what   you  pretend 
did  not  deferve  any. 

You  take  no  fmall  pains  to  fliew%  what 
furely  no  one  wiil  deny,  that  thofe  miracles 
could   not    be    invijibky    which    were    fp 
aJlonijJmig  to  multitudes ^    and  which  pro-  ' 
duced  faith  both  in  the  fped:ators  and  ia 
the   patients.       But    this    faith    and    this 
aftoniihment  were  not,  could  not  be,  pro- 
duced,   by  what  was  not  feen,    the  fup- 
pofed  ejection  of  a  demon;    but  by  what 
was  both  iz^X).  and  heard,  the  inftantaneous 
cure  of  madmen,    or  their  reftoration  to 
perfedt  fanity,    at  the  fovereign  command 
of  Chrift.     As  to  the  confeJ/ionoith.Q  devils 
themfelves,    the  dread  and  confufon  they 
betrayed   at   Chrift's  prefence,    and    their 
inftantly,  though  reluBantlyy  quitting  pof- 
feffion  ;   thefe  things,  which  you  urge  as 
public  proofs  of  their  being  difpofleffed  *, 
are  the  very  points  to  be  proved.     What  is 

y  Inq.  p.  146.  ^  lb.  p.  146 — 151,  and 

p.  Ill,  112,  221.  «  lb.  p.  146. 
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wanted,    is,    fome  authentic  and  fenfible 
evidence,  that  what  you  call  the  confefRon, 
confuiion  and  relu6tance  of  devils,  was  not 
merely    the    language    of   the   demoniacs, 
fpeaking  under  the  influence  of  their  dif- 
order,  and  a  belief  of  their  having  demons 
in  them,  or  of  their  being  themfelves  de- 
mons.    You  plead  farther,    that  the  de- 
mons were  literally  incorporated^  with  the 
demoniacs ;  and  by  that  means  the  fniraculou^ 
difpojfejjions  of  them  became  objeBs  of  fenfe. 
You,    perhaps,    know  what  you  meaned, 
when    you    fpoke    (very    philofophically, 
without  doubt)  of  the  literal  incorporation 
of  incorporeal    beings   with   a   demoniac. 
But  as  you  have  not  attempted  to  fhew,  how 
this    incorporation   renders    the    difpolTef- 
fion  of  demons  objeds  of  fenfe,  I  need  not 
inquire  into  your  meaning. 

You  allow,  that  there  are  many  comi- 
terfeit  poffefTions'  :  you  ought,  therefore, 
to  have  enabled  us,  clearly,  to  diftinguiili 
betv/een  thefe,  and  fuch  as  are  real.  This 
was  the  more  neceffary,  as  you  gravely  tell 
US'*,  that  the  Heathens  were  mijled  by  the 

^  Inq.  p.  146.  ^  lb.  p.  34,  213, 

^  Appendix  to  Inq.  p.  327. 
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jgpjs  fatuus  of  the  demons  themfcl'bes^  to 
judge  concerning  them  otherwife  than  they 
really  were  in  themfelves.  Men  are  no 
match  for  fuperior  beings ;  and,  therefore, 
if  we  are  expofed  to  their  delufions  in  this 
matter^  wiio  can  point  out  the  certain  dif- 
criminating  effedls  of  poileflions  and  dif- 
poiTeffions  ?  Who  with  fafety  can  truft  his 
fenfes  ?  But  as  you  were  under  no  neceffity 
of  incumbering  your  fcherne  with  this  dif- 
ficulty, I  fhall  take  no  farther  notice  of  it. 

In  their  own  nature,  polTeffions  and  dif- 
polTeffions,  according  to  your  account  of 
them,  are  not  objedls  of  fenle ;  and, 
confequently,  are  not  proper  fubjects  of 
human  teftimony.  Even  fuppoling  them 
to  be  real  facts,  no  man  can  pronounce 
them  to  be  fuch,  upon  any  evidence,  ex- 
cept that  of  revelation.  For  as  to  reafon^ 
you  have  quite  precluded  it ;  the  reality  of 
demoniacal  poffeffion  beingy  according  to 
you,  no  more  an  object  of  reafon^  than  mii/ick 
is  to  the  deafy  or  colours  to  the  blind' . 

The  proper  inference  from  hence  is,  not 
what  you^  reprefent  it;  viz.  that  the evan- 

«  Jnq,   p.  142.  ^  lb.  p.  143. 
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gelijis  were  very  idle  in  attempting  to  give  any. 
tejiimony  concerning  the  ejedtion  of  defnons  ^ 
but  that  it  is  abfurd  to  fuppofe,  that  they 
did  give  their  teftimony  either  to  poflef- 
fions  or  difpofleffions,  in  the  knk  in  which 
you  explain  them.  They  tell  us,  that 
they  teftified  only  fuch  things  as  they  had 
heard  2Si^  feen'^.  You,  on  the  contrary, 
xnake  them  teftify  what  they  neither  faw 
nor  heardo  It  was  not  even  poffible,  that 
the  evidence  of  fenfe  (hould  convince  them, 
or  any  one  elfe,  that  a  man  had  any  demon 
at  all  within  him ;  much  lefs  that  he  had 
precife]yy?Lv;2  demons,  or  an  entire  legion. 
On  this  ground,  therefore,  your  doftrine 
could  not  be  received  nor  recommended  by 
the  apoftles. 

How  very  foreign  from  the  purpofe  then 
is  all  that  you\  after  many  others,  have 
.  urged  concerning  the  chara6ler  and  com- 
petency of  the  witneffes,  and  their  peculiar 
recommendations,  fuch  as  their  being  eye- 
witnefTes  of  Chrift*s  cure  of  demoniacs, 
and  their  being  commiffioned  by  him  to 
perform  the  fame  miracle,   together  with 

2  I  John  i.  I,  2,  3.  ^  Inq.  p.  117— 12 j. 
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Luke's  profeiTion  as  a  phyfician  ?  Neither 
did  their  general  chai*a€ter,  nor  any  of  the 
peculiar  recommendations  of  them  here 
fpecified,  make  thofe  things  objeds  of 
fenfe  to  them,  which  were  not  fo  to  other 
perfons.  Nor  can  I  fee  any  reafon  to  be- 
lieve, that  the  apoftles  were  better  qua- 
lified than  others,  to  judge  concerning  the 
nature  of  any  of  thofe  difeafes,  which  were 
the  fubjeds  of  their  healing  power. 

But  fa^Sy  you  plead,  may  Ji and  upon  the. 
evidence  of  a  divine  tejiimonyy  if  they  are  re- 
corded by  infpired  and  infallible   writers^. 
By  having  recourfe    to    fapernatural   in- 
fpiration,    you  give    up    the  natural  qua-r. 
lifications  of  the  w^tnefTe.s.     For  v/hat  oct- 
calion  could  there  be  for  a  miracle  to  reveal 
to    them   fads,    of  which,    without  thaf 
miracle,  they  were  capable  and  competent 
judges  ?     Either  the  one  or  the  other  of 
thefe  points  muft  be  given  up.     But,  I  ap- 
prehend, neither  can  be  tnaintained.     Ac- 
cordingly, I  proceed  to  fhew, 

II.   That  the  reality  of  poffeffions  and 
difpoffeffions  neither  was,    nor  could  fitly 

i  Inquiry,  p. '5,  Ii8, 

be. 


(      124      ) 

be,  eftabllfhed  by  the  authority  of  Chrift 
and  his  apoftles,  confidered  as  infpired  and 
infallible  perfons. 

You,  Sir,  have  not  fo  much  as  at- 
tempted to  prove,  that  their  infpiration  ex- 
tended to  the  knowledge  of  the  fecret  caufe 
of  thofe  fymptoms  which  were  deno- 
minated poffefiions.  Neverthelefs,  till  you 
had  previoufly  eftablifhed  this  point,  you 
had  no  right  to  appeal  to  their  infpiration 
on  the  prefent  occafion.  It  is  the  fault  in 
reafoning  that  logicians  call  begging  the 
qiiejiion.  You  have  no  more  reafon  to 
fuppofe,  that  the  apoftles  were  miraculoufly 
enlightened  with  the  knowledge  of  de- 
moniacal, than  with  the  knowledge  of  any 

other,  diforders.  Why  then  iliould  you 
urge  their  authority  more  in  one  cafe  than 

in  the  other  ?  There  is  no  fort  of  evidence 
from  the  New  Teftament,  that  demoniacal 
pofTeilion,  confidered  as  the  caufe  of  in- 
fanity,  was  made  the  fubjejft  matter  of  re- 
velation.   It  is  never  taught  as  a  doftrine^; 

fc  You  yourfelffay,  (Inq.  p.  6.)  Matters  of  doSirhje 
are  delivered  in  the  Gcfpels^  as  daSirine,  Where  is  the 
do6Lrine  of  poffeilions  fo  delivered  ? 

never. 
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never  afierted  either  by  Chrift  or  his 
apoftles,  when  they  were  opening  the  con- 
tents of  their  commiflion;  though  they 
moft  faithfully  revealed  the  whole  counfel 
of  God.  Indeed,  it  is  a  fubjedl  never  pro- 
felTedly  treated  of;  fcarce  ever  incidentally 
mentioned,  but  in  relating  the  diforder  and 
cure  of  demoniacs. 

It  is  not  only  groundlefs,  but  abfurd, 
to  fuppofe  that  poffeffions,  in  the  view  in 
which  we  are  here  confidering  them,  were 
made  the  fubjedl  matter  of  revelation.    For 
the  miracles  performed  upon  the   demo- 
niacs,    like  thofe  performed   upon  other 
perfons,  were  defigned  for  the  convidlion, 
not  of  believers,  but  unbelievers.  They  do 
not  fuppofe  faith  in  the  authority  of  Chriftj 
but  beget  it.     Confequently,  the  nature  of 
thefe  miracles  is  to  be  judged  of  by  natural 
reafon  alone  ;    not  by  an  authority,  which 
is    not   admitted  previous    to    their    per- 
formance.    Scarce  can  you  dilhoncur  the 
firft  founders   of  our  religion  more,  than 
by  making  them  urge  their  infpiration  and 
authority,  in  a  cafe  to  which  it  could  not 

extend. 
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extend,  and  upon  perfons  by  whom  It  was 
not  yet  acknowledged. 

Thefe  confiderations  weigh  much  with^ 
me  y  and  were  inlarged  upon  in  the  EiTay '. 
You  have  returned  no  anfwer  to  them '"  y  and  , 
till  you  do,  I  cannot  but  be  of  opinion, 
that  the  queftion  concerning  poffeffions, 
conlidered  as  a  queftion  of  philofophy, 
neither  is  decided,  nor  could,  with  pro- 
priety, be  decided,  by  the  authority  of  the 
infpired  teachers  of  chriftianity.  This  is 
a  fufficient  anfwer  to  your  queftion, 
**  Were  not  the  difciples  to  be  trufted  with 
this  efoteric  dccftrine  ?'* 

From  hence  it  follows,  that  whatever 
opinion  the  evangelifts  entertained  con-* 
eerning  the  reality  of  polTeflioris,  is  to  be 

^  EfTay,  p.  358—363,  and  p.  363—369. 

°^  This  is  the  more  remarkable,  as  (Ihq.  p.  133.) 
you  quote  the  vvcrjls  which  introduce  thefe  confi- 
derations. You  allow  that  Chrift  and  his  apoilles  had 
no  divine  warrant  to  change  the  vulgar  language,  in 
delcribing  the  caie  of  the  demoniacs.  But  had  they 
any  dheSi  revelation  concerning  their  real  cafe  ?  To 
fay  their  language  correiporicied  co  what  you  mean 
"by  the  truth  of  things,  is  taking  for  granted  the  very 
point  to  be  proved.  , 

conlidered 
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eonfidered  as  their  own  private  opinion  j 
in  the  philofoghy  of  which  we  have  no 
more  concern,    than  we  have  in  the  .phi- 
lofophy  of  St.  Paul,    when   he  faid,   that 
which  thou  foweji  is  not  quickened j   except  it 
die"".     With  the   higheft  reverence,  let  us 
receive  all  thofe   truths  which   the  mef- 
fengers    of   God  have   taught    us   in   his 
name.     But  it  would  put  an  end  to  many 
controverfies,  were  it  carefully  eonfidered, 
that  on  points  not  included  in  their  com- 
miffion,  thefe  meffengers  of  God  have  not 
interpofed  their   authority;    nor   can  we, 
therefore,  on  thefe  points,  be  determined 
by  it. 

But  if  pofleffions  and  difpofieffions,  ac- 
cording to  your  abftrafted  view  of  them^ 
are  not  the  fubjedts  of  any  teftimony,  whe- 
ther human  or  divine ;  you  will  naturally 
afk,  how  is.  the  language  of  the  New 
Teftament  concerning  them  to  be  under- 
ftood  ?  I  anfwer,  juft  as  the  fame  language 
was  commonly  underftood  in  the  age  in 
which  the  Gofpel  was  publifhed.     For 

s  I  Cor.  xv,  36.     See  EfTay,  p.  319,  320. 
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ill.  The  language  of  the  New  Tefta« 
inent  relative  to  pofleffions,  did  always 
imply  certain  outward  and  fenfible  fymp- 
toms  and  efFed:s  ;  it  was  ufed  principally  to 
exprefs  thofe  fymptoms  and  efFedls ;  and 
commonly  without  any  other  intention. 

I .  The  language  in  queftion  did  always 
imply  certain  outward  and  fenfible  fymptoms 
and  efFedts.  The  dodrine  of  pofTeffions, 
and  the  language  founded  upon  it,  were 
not  introduced  by  Chriil  and  his  apoftles  • 
but  had,  long  before  their  time,  been  fa- 
miliar, as  well  amongft  Gentiles  as  Jews. 
By  numerous  paffages  from  the  writings  of 
both,  it  has  been  fully  fhewn,  that  de- 
moniacal pofleffion,  notwithftanding  the 
modern  idea  you  have  affixed  to  this  phrafe, 
was  anciently  thought  to  produce,  and  was 
ufed  to  exprefs,  lome  maniacal  diforder". 
The  latter  was  included  in  the  former  :  or, 
in  other  w^ords,  to  fay  of  any  one,  that  he 
had  a  demon,  v/as  to  affirm  that  he  was 
mad.  And  his  being  mad,  was  the  fole 
ground  of  his   being    thought   to  have  a 

^  °  See  above,  Letter  III.  p.  loo,  et  feq.  and  EiTay, 
ch.  i.  fe<Slr  V.  vi. 

demon^ 
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demon.  As  pofleffion  implied  madnisfs,  fo 
difpoflefTion  implied  fanity,  or  the  recovery 
of  the  underftanding.  If  the  demon  left 
a  man,  or  the  caufe  of  infanity  was  re- 
moved, the  effedl  ceafed.  Not  only  did 
the  language  of  the  New  Teflament  re- 
lative to  polTeffions  always  imply ;  but 
farther, 

2.  It  was,  in  common  life,  principally 
intended  to  exprefs  certain  outward  and 
fenlible  fymptoms  and  eiFedls.  The  dired 
and  immediate  intention  of  every  one  in 
ufing  it,  was  to  defcribe  thefe  elFeds  ;  ex- 
cept in  cafes,  in  which  men  were  profelTedly 
ftating  their  opmion  on  the  fubjedl,  and 
aflerting  the  dodtrine  of  poffeffions. 

The  NewTeftament  itfelf  will  furnifh  us 
with  proofs  of  this  point ;  proofs  taken 
from  perfons  contemporary  with  our  Saviour, 
and  who  lived  in  Judea,  or  the  countries 
bordering  upon  it.  A  woman  who  was  a 
Gentile  faid  to  our  Saviour,  My  daughter  is 
grievoujly  vexed  with  a  demoii'^,  A  Jew 
likewife  ufed  iimilar  language.    My  fon  i^ 

p  Mat.  XV.  22. 
\  K  fore 
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fore  vexedy  and  hath  a  dumb  fpirit,  and 
wherefoever  the  dumb  fpirit  taketh  him,  he 
teareth  him,  and  he  fometh.  and  knafheth 
with  his  teeth'^.  Now,  did  either  of  thefe 
perfons  intend  to  bear  their  teftimony  to 
poffeffions,  as  fadts  they  could  afcertain  ?. 
The  language  they  ufe  was,  no  doubt,  ori- 
ginally built  upon  the  dodrine  of  real  pof^ 
feffions  \  and  they  might  themfelves  be  of 
opinion  that  this  dodlrine  was  true ;  but 
their  diredt  and  immediate  deiign  was,  to 
defcribe  thofe  maniacal  and  epileptic  fymp- 
toms  with  which  their  children  were  af-^ 
fed:ed  :  which  was  all  the  information  they 
could  give  to  Chrift.  Now,  when  the 
evangelifls  ufe  the  fame  language,  concern- 
ing the  fame  perfons,  affirming  concerning 
one,  that  he  had  an  unclean  fpirit'  -y  and 
concerning  the  other,  the  fpirit  tare  him, 
and  he  fell  on  the  gromid,  and  wallowed 
fo?ning' ;  why  fhould  not  this  language, 
when  ufed  by  the  evangelifts,  be  under- 
flood  in  the  fame  manner  as  when  ufed  by 

^  Mat.  xvii.   15.     Mark  ix.   17,18. 

'  Mark  vii.  25.  *  Ch.  ix,  20.     See  EiTay, 

P-  351- 
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Other  perfons ;  that  is,  not  as  a  profeffion 
of  their  faith  in  the  reality  of  poffeffions, 
or  as  an  affertion  of  what  they  were  ig- 
norant of,  but  as  a  defcription  of  what 
they  did  know  ;  namely,  thofe  fymptoms 
which  were  obvious  to  fcnfc'  ? 

If  the  phrafes,  having  a  de?nony  being 
torn  or  co7ivulfedy  and  thrown  on  the  ground, 
by  a  demon ,  were  diredily  intended  to  ex- 
prefs  certain  outward  effedts  ^  it  is  rea- 
fonable  to  fuppofe,  that  all  other  fimilar 
expreffions  were  ufed  with  the  like  defign. 
That  expreffion   in  particular  concerning 

t  When  the  father  of  the  epileptic  youth  faiJ,  My 
Jon  hath  a  dumb  fpirit^  could  he  take  upon  him  to 
affirm,  that  the  fpirit  was  dumb  ?  His  meaning  is,  that 
his  fon  was  rendered  dumb  by  his  diforder.  Why  then 
fhould  not  the  evangel ifts,  when  they  ufe  the  fame  lan- 
guage, be  underftood  in  the  fame  manner  ?  Never- 
thelefs,  you  make  them  affert,  that  fome  devils  are 
dumb.  See  above,  p.  79.  As  to  the  daughter  of  the 
woman  of  Canaan,  you  a(k,  Is  it  fcjfible  to  con^ehe^  that 
all  this  (the  account  of  her  pofieiHon  and  difpoiieilion) 
was  no  more  than  a  piece.of  fcenery?  You  could  not  iiave 
afked  fuch  a  queflion,  had  you  confidered,  that  as  the 
woman'stntention  was  to  defcribe  the  diforder  of  her 
daughter,  fo  Chrift's  intention  was  to  give  aflurance  of 
her  cure. 

K  2  one 


(       132       ) 

one  demoniac,  he  was  driven  of  the  demon 
into  the  wildernefs'' ^  muft  be  underftood  as 
a  defcription  of  the  efFefls  of  his  diforder ; 
efpecially,  as  the  word  demon  often  de- 
notes the  diforder  itfelf,  without  including 
the  caufe ;   as  will  be  fhewn  in  the  fequel. 

Again,  if  having  a  demon,  be  a  phrafe 
that  was  intended  to  exprefs  infanity;  ha- 
ving an  unclean,  a  deaf,  a  dumb,  demon^  or 
a  fpirit  of  Python y  muft  have  been  intended 
to  exprefs  different  kinds  ox  fymptoms  of  in- 
fanity;  efpecially  as  we  know,  that  dif- 
ferent fymptoms  of  this  diforder  were 
afcribed  by  the  ancients  to  different  fpirits  *. 

For  the  fame  reafon,  having  feven  de- 
mons, or  a  legion  of  them,  muft  have  been 
intended  to  denote  different  degrees^  of  in- 
fanity.  Accordingly,  we  find,  in  fad:, 
that  to  have  {^s^vl  demons,  was  underftood 
both  by  the  ancient  Chriftians,  and  by  the 
Heathens,  as  a  defcription  of  a  violent 
phrenfy"";  and  that  to  be  full  demons, 
or  ghojls,  was  a  phrafe  defcriptive  of  fuch 

«  Luke  viii.  29.  ^  EfTay,  p.  346,  347,  348. 

y  EfTay,  p.  348,  349.  "^  See  above.  Letter  L 

p.  145  li- 
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as  were  Jiark  mad''.  This  obfervation  is 
made  in  the  Eflay,  and  is  a  full  anfwer  to 
that  queftion.  Can  any  one  man  have  a 
legion  of  difeafes  ?  though  you  are  pleafed 
to  fay  ^,  /  have  offered  nothing  in  a^tfwer  to 
if.  You  had  no  reafon  tq  exclaim^,  T^here 
are  not  furely  fix  thoufand  fix  hu?idred  and 
ftxtyfix  KINDS  of  madneffes ',  and  I  hope 
the  human  body,  dijiempered  as  it  is,  is  not 
fubjedt  to  fo  many  dijlempers  of  all  kinds,  as 
is  here  implied.  If  to  mifreprefent  an 
author,  be  the  fame  thing  as  to  anfwer 
him ;  never  was  any  book  more  compleatly 
anfwered  than  the  EiTay.  Upon  the  au- 
thority pf  the  ancients,  I  had  explained 
the  phrafeology  of  the  evangelifts,  as  ex- 
prefiive  of  different  degrees  of  madnefs  ; 
but  your  objeQion  fuppofes,  that  it  had 
been  explained  of  different  ki?ids  of  mad- 
nefs. Concerning  the  Gadarene  demoniac 
we  are  told%  that  maiiy  demons,  not  many 
differentySr/i"  of  demons,  were  entered  into 
him,  or  that  he  had  a  legion  ^  of  them  : 
which  cannot,  therefore,  be  underftood  of 


»  E%,  p.  349. 

^  Inq.  p.  44. 

c  Luke  viii.  30. 

**  Mark  v.  15, 
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the  variety  of  his  diftempers,  but  of 
the  extreme  violence  of  that  which 
he  fuffered.  You  tell  your  readers  % 
that  '*  I  pertinacioufy  contend,  that  there 
had  not  fo  much  as  one  devil  entered  into 
this  demoniac;'*  and  add,  *^  Here  is  a 
downright  and  palpable  contradiction." 
To  Dr.  Worthington,  I  acknowledge, 
there  is  fuch  a  contradiclion,  but  not  to 
the  facred  v/riters,  who  defcribed  the  dif- 
order  of  the  demoniac,  in  the  language  of 
the  age  and  country  in  which  they  lived, 
without  any  intention  of  being  underftood 
in  a  ftrid:  and  philofophical  kniz^  or  of 
determining  the  precife  number  of  de- 
mons in  the  perfon  of  whom  they  fpeak, 
or  of  making  themfelves  anlwerable  for 
there  being  in  him  any  demon. at  all.  From 
the  v^ry  face  of  the  hiflory,  it  appears, 
that  nothing  could  be  farther  from  the 
Jnteiition  oi  the  evangeiifls,  than  to  coun- 
tenance your  account  of  the  number  of 
demons  in  this  unhappy  man ;  for  they 
fpeak  of  him  indifferently,  as  a  perfon  that 
had  an  unclean  fpir it ^  ov  \h2.t  had  demoiu^  i, 

«  Inq,  p,  38.  ^  See  Eflay,  p.  328. 
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and  Chrift  commanded  only  one  demon  to 
come  out.  Let  Chiiil:  be  underftood,  as 
he  is  b"^  you,  according  to  the  letter,  and 
fix  thouiand  fix  hundred  and  fixty-five  de- 
vils were  left  in  this  patient,  after  the 
unclean  fpirit  was  commanded  to  come 
out^ 

To  thgfe  who  are  acquainted  with  the 
languige  of  antiquity,  it  cannot  feem 
llrangc,  thai  vrjious  kinds  and  degrees  of 
infaniiy  ftioulJ  be  exprefied  by  terms  bor- 
rowed fiom  the  ditTerent  n^.ture  and  num- 
ber of  the  demons  to  whom  they  v/ere  re-^ 
ferred;  for  amongil  the  ancients  nothino- 
was  more  common,  than  to  call  a  fuppufed 
jsiFed:  by  the  name  of  it's  apprehended 
caufe;  as  will  be  fliewn  in  the  fequel^. 
In  the  mean  time,  I  proceed  to  obferve 
farther,  that. 

If  the  ancients,  by  demoniacal  pofief- 
fion,  intended  to  expi-efs  infanity;  by  dif- 
pofieffion,  they  mull  mean  the  cure  of  that 
diforder.  Sanity  being  the  reputed  eiied; 
of  difpofleffion  i   it  is  natural  to  fupoofe, 

g  Luke  viii.  2g.  Mark  v,  8.  Compare  Mark  i.  23 — 
25.  -      ^  P.  145. 
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tfiat  they  would  put  the  caufe  for  the  effed; 
in  this  cafe  as  well  as  in  the  former.     Ac- 
cordingly we  find  in  fad:,  that  they  did  fo. 
The  woman  of  Canaan  who  had  interceded 
with  Chrift  on   behalf   of  her    daughter, 
when  fhe  returned  home,  found  the  demon 
gone  out 9  and  her  daughter  laid  upon  a  bed\ 
What  evidence,  Sir,  had  the  woman  that 
the  demon  was  gone  out  of  her  daughter  I 
Upon  your   principles,    the  demon  might 
be  ftill  lurking  within  her,  for  the  purpofe 
you  defcribe^,  without  doing  her  any  in- 
jury.     Even   fuppofing  her   daughter   to 
have  been  really  pofieiTed,  ftill  the  mother 
had   no   evidence   of  the    ejection   of  the 
demon    from  her,    but    her   cure.      And 
what  could  ihe,  with  any  degree  of  pro- 
priety, be  faid  to  find,  but  that  her  daugh* 
ter  was  compofed,  and  in  her  right  mind? 
This,  therefore,  muft  have  been  the  thing: 
(principally,  if  not   folely)    intended,    by 
her  finding  the  demon  gone  out.     It  is  in 
the  fame  fenfe,  therefore,  that  we  fhould 
^explain  the  language  of  our  Saviour  to  her, 

f  Mark  vii.  30,  ^  Inquiry,  p.  164. 

the 
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the  demon  is  gone  out  of  thy  daughter^.  In 
the  very  fenfe  here  contended  for,  it  is  ex- 
plained by  an  expolitor,  to  whom  you 
cannot  objetfl,  I  mean  the  evangelifl:  Mat- 
thew"" :  **  Her  daughter  was  made  whole 
(or  healed'')  from  that  very  hour."  If  the 
difpoffeffion  of  demons  was  not  principally 
intended  to  exprefs  the  cure  of  the  de- 
moniacs ;  why  is  it  faid,  that  Chrift  cured 
many  ofevilfpirits°y  and  that  certain  'women 
had  been  healed  ofevilfpirits^. 

You  afli%  Of  what  difeafe  could  it  (the 
term,  cafiijig  cut)  be  properly  ufedy  where 
there  was  no  devil  to  be  caji  out  ?  I  anfwer, 
that  from  what  has  been  offered  above,  it 
appears,  that  the  ejeBion  or  cajiing  out  of  a 
demon,  though  originally  adapted  to  the  vul- 
gar opinion  concerning  real  poffeflions,  be- 
came expreffive  of  the  fuppofed  eff'eB  of  that 
ejedion,  the  cure  of  the  demoniacs.  Nor 
would  you  lay  fo  much  ftrefs  upon  this  cir- 
cumftance,  did  you  confider,  that  the  evan- 


i  Mark  vii.  29. 

"  Mat.  XV.  28. 

n  \i^n. 

0  Luke  vii.  21. 

p  Ch.  viii.  2. 

9  Inquiry,  p.  9. 
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gelifts^  often  ufe  the  fame  language  con- 
cerning demons,  as  they  do  concerning 
difeafes.  If  it  be  faid  of  a  demon,  he  is 
gone  out\  it  is  r-bo  faid  of  die  leorofy, 
that  it  departed,  or  went  from^  the  leper. 
And  concerning  both  demons  and  difeafes, 
men,  as  we  ha^ve  feen,  are  alike  faid  to.be 
healed  of  them.  If  this  be  an  anfvver  to 
your  objedlion  drawn  from  the  phrafe  of 
cajling  out  demons  in  one  inilance ;  it  is 
equally  an  anf/zer  to  all  the  inltances  in 
v/hich  it  occurs,  though  at  every  turn  you 
are  repeating  the  fam.e  objection. 

There  are  other  forms  of  expreffion  con-r 
<:erning  demons  and  thofe  thought  to  be 
poiielied  by  them,  by  which  you  endeavour 
to  fupport  your  hypothefis  5  but  v^'hich 
cannot  anfwer  your  purpofe,  any  more  than 
thofe  I  have  already  confidered.  The  Nev^f 
Teftamcnt  leprefents  the  demons  or  evil 
fpirits  as  fpeaking,  and  crying  aloud  to 
Chrift  and  his  apoftlea;  and  the  latter  as 
fometimes  addreffine:  the  former.  Hence 
you  infer  the  reality  of  pofleffions^ 

""  I|?x4^y$s,  Mark  %'ii.  23.  «  a7r55A0sy,  Mark  i.  42. 

*  Inquiry,  p.  15. 

As 
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As  to  the  demons  addreffing  Chrift  or 
his  apoftles ;  this  can  be  underftood  only 
of  the  demoniacs,  as  I  have  ihewn  elfe- 
where".  Demoniacs  were  thought  to  be 
infpired  and  governed  by  demons,  and  to 
fpeak  and  adt  entirely  under  their  in- 
fluence^. Hence  it  originally  came  to  pafs, 
that  whatever  the  demoniacs  faidor  did,  was 
referred  indifferently  to  the  demon,  or  to 
the  perfon  faid  to  be  poffeffed  by  him^. 
When  it  was  referred  to  the  former,  the 
inftrumentality  of  the  latter  was  not  ex- 
cluded. It  was  he  who  fpoke,  though  he 
was  fuppofed  to  fpeak,  not  from  himfelf, 
but  under  the  influence  of  a  demon.  Now, 
if  by  demons  and  their  pofTejUions,    the 

"  EfTay,  p.  252,  253,  254.  *  See  above. 

Letter  III.  p.  98.  et  feq. 

y  There  is  not  any  thing  more  common  in  all  lan- 
guages, than  to  fpeak  of  perfons  as  faying  and  doing, 
what  they  caufe  others  to  fay  and  do  for  them.  Jonn 
the  Baptift,  we  are  told,  faid  to  Jefus^  wnat  the  dif- 
ciples  of  John  faid  by  his  direcftion,  Mat.  xi.  2,  3, 
And  Chrift  faid  to  his  apoftles,  //  is  ?iot  ye  that  fpeak^ 
hut  the  fpirit  of  your  Father  that  fpeaketh  in  you.  Mat. 
X.  20.  The  difciples  of  John,  however,  and  the 
apoftles  of  Chrift  were  fubordinate  agents  in  the  exe- 
cution of  their  refpedlive  commiftions, 

evangelifls 
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cvangelifts  intended  to  defcribe  the  diforder 
imputed  to  this  caufe,  as  we  have  fhewn 
they  did ;  then  by  the  language  and  adions 
which  they  refer  to  the  demons,  they  muft 
intend  thofe  adlions,  and  that  language, 
which  the  demoniacs  ufed  under  the  in- 
fluence of  their  diforder.  As  to  the  things 
fpoken  by  the  demoniacs,  which  are  faid 
to  fuit  rather  with  the  charad;er  of  demons 
than  of  madmen  ;  it  is  to  be  remembered, 
that  as  the  demoniacs  conceived '^  themfelves 
to  be  really  poffeffed  by  demons,  and  to 
be  nothing  more  than  their  organs,  they 
fpeak  in  their  names,  and  juft  as  they 
imagined  the  demons  themfelves  would 
do\  And  they  might  fometimes  fancy 
that  they  were  demons  themfelves  ^.  Hence 
their  dread  of  Chrift's  power,  and  their  iri- 
treaties    and    expoftulations    with    him*". 

When 

==  See  ElTay,  p.  251,  252. 

*  Eilay,  ib,  ''  p.  267,  and  271,  note  (°). 

<^  Thus  in  Matthew  (ch.  viii.  28,  29.)  we  read^ 
that  the  demoniacs  cried  out  j  but  when  they  iaid,  IVhat 
have  we  to  do  with  ihecy  i^c,  they  manifeftly  fuppofe 
themfelves  to  be  demons,  or  nothing  more  than  thcrr 
oreans  of  fpeech.      See  Mark  v.   8.     Luke  viii.  29. 

The 
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When  Mark,  for  example,  fays%  All  the 
demons  be/ought  Jcfusy  he  muft  mean  that 
the  demoniac  did  this  under  the  paroxyfm 
of  his  diforder,  and  in  the  name  of  thofe 
evil  fpirits  by  which  he  believed  himfelf 
to  be  poffelTed,  or  with  whom  he  con- 
founded himfelf.  Such  an  outward  fup- 
plication  as  this,  the  evangelift  was  able  to 
atteft.  Farther  he  could  not  go,  without 
the  warrant  of  an  immediate  and  mira- 
culous revelation,  to  which  he  does  not 
lay  any  claim. 

But  not  only  does  the  facred  hiftory  re- 
prefent  demons  as  fpeaking  to  Chrift  and 
his  apoftles,  but  alfo  reprefents  the  latter 
as  addreffing  themfelves  to  the  former  % 
You  afk.  Can  it  he  fuppofed  that  our  Lord 
'would  addrefs  the  mans  dijlemper^  as  a  real 
per/on  ^  ?    This  queftion  has  been  fo  often 

The  cafe  of  thefe  demoniacs  Is  confidered  at  large, 
EiTay,  p.  226,  et  feq.  and  will  be  further  animadverted 
upon  when  I  come  to  examine  your  reafonings 
upon  it.  A  fimilar  cafe  occurs,  Mark  i.  23.  26. 
Luke  iv.   33. 

•1  Mark  V.   12.  '  See  above,  p.  113. 

^Inq.  p,  15, 

aafwered. 
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anfwered,  that  you  ought  not  to  have  re- 
peated it,  without  attempting,  at  leaft,  to 
fliew  the  infufficiency  of  former  replies^. 
From  Chrift's  addreffing  demons,  rebuking 
them,  and  iffuing  forth  his  commands  to 
them,  you  can  no  more  infer  that  he  con- 
iidered  them  as  intelligent  agents,  than  you 
can  infer  that  he  regarded  the  winds  and 
feas,  and  fevers,  as  fuch,  becaufe  they  are 
faid  to  be  rebuked  by  him,  and  to  obey  his 
commands.  I  add,  that  there  was  a  pe- 
culiar propriety  in  Chrift*s  addreffing  the 
demons,  on  all  thofe  occafions  on  which 
fuch  addrefles  were  intended  to  have  art 
effeft  upon  the  demoniacs,  who,  on  the 
principles  explained  above,  would  apply  to 
themfelves  what  w^as  faid  to  the  demons^ 
whofe  organs  only  they  conceived  them- 
felves to  be.  Thus,  when  the  demons 
were  commanded  to  hold  their  peace,  and 
forbidden  to  proclaim  Jefus  as  the  Meffiah  j 
thefe  commands  were  intended  to  filence 
the  demoniacs  (for  reafons  elfewhere''  ex- 
plained) and  perhaps  were  even  addreffed 

5  See  E%,  p.  355— 35B.  ^  lb.  p.  249, 

to 
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to  them  5  a  demon  or  fpirit  being  fome- 
times  put  for  the  perfoh  fuppofed  to  be  in- 
fpired  by  him^.  As  to  demons  being 
<:ommanded  by  Chrift  to  come  out ;  this 
language  was  explained  above  3  and,  there- 
fore, I  only  obferve  in  this  place,  that  the 
command  could  be  deiigned  only  to  evince 
Chrifl's  powder  and  authority  to  effe£l  that 
cure,  -fwhich  was  implied  in,  and  expreffed 
by,  the  expulfion  of  demons.  The  people 
underftood  the  language  of  Chrift  in  the 
fenfe  in  which  it  is  here  explained  ;  for  at 
the  fight  of  the  miracles  performed  upon 
the  demoniacs,  they  cried  out  with  afto- 
nifhment,  JVith  authority  commandeth  he 
even  the  unclean  fpirit s^  and  they  do  obey 
him\  What  did,  or  could,  raife  theijr. 
aftonifhment  on  thefe  occafions,  but  th^ 
vijible  miracle,  the  inftantaneous  cure  of 
the  demoniacs,  together  with  the  ibve- 
reign  manner  in  which  it  was  perfornied. 
It  is  the  very  language  they  ufed,  v/hen 
Jefus  rebuked  and  calmed  the  raging  ele- 
ments. What  manner  of  man  is  this,    that 

*  See  ElTay,  p.  252 — 256,  and  p.  277,  note  (*). 
f  See  E flay,  p,  357.  i  Mark  i.  27. 

even 
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^ven  the  winds  and  the  fea  obey  him^  !  In 
both  thefe  cafes  alike,  the  people  were 
ftruck  only  with  what  they  heard  and  faw  ; 
this,  therefore,  is  what  theii:  language  was 
intended  to  exprefs'. 

If  the  feveral  foregoing  obfervations  are 
juft,  they  ferve  to  confirm  ¥/hat  was  elfe- 
where™  offered  to  prove,  that  the  language 
of  Chrift  and  his  apoftles  relative  to  pof- 
feffions  and  difpoffeffions,  was,  in  common 
life,  ufsd  principally,  at  leaft,  to  defcribe 
certain  outward  fymptoms,  or  the  diforder 
and  cure  of  demoniacs,  and  not  to  declare 
men's  fpeculative  opinion  on  this  fubjecS. 
It  may,  however,  be  objected,  that,  though 
the  language  under  confiddration  expreffed 
certain  outward  fymptoms,  it  included  alfo 
their  apprehended  caufe.  I  proceed,  there- 
fore, to  ibew  further, 

3.    That    the    language  of  Chrift  and 
his  apoftks  relative  to  demoniacal  poffef- 

k  Mat.  vili.  27. 

i  In  the  fame  manner,  v/e  fhould  explain  the  lan- 
guage of  the  Seventy,  Lord^  even  the  demons  (the  dif- 
orders  afcribed  to  demons)  are  fubje£f  to  us,  through  thy 
naine^  Luke  x.   17.  "  Ellay,  p.  339 — 358. 

ficns> 
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feffions,  was  commonly  ufed  with  nt>  othcf 
defign,  than  to  defcribe  thefe  outward 
fymptoms ;  or,  in  other  words,  that  de- 
moniacal pofleffion  exprefled  madnefs  iii 
general,  without  including  the  caufe  of  it^ 
and  even  when  it  was  expreffly  referred  to 
a  different  caufe  from  the  agency  of  de- 
mons* 

It  was  obferved  above",  that  it  is  very 
common  to  give  to  an  efFedl  the  name  of 
the  caufe  to  which  it  is  afcribed.  By  Ceres, 
Bacchus^  Venus,  Minerva,  Neptune,  the 
Heathens  very  frequently  meaned  corn^ 
wine,  pleafure,  wifdom,  the  fea";  though 
they  are  really  the  names  of  the  deities  that 
refpedlvely  preiided  over  thefe  things. 
Whenever  the  fuppofed  caufe  or  author  of 
any  thing  is  put  for  the  thing  itfelf,  the 
caufe  or  author  is  not  included.  When 
Ceres,  for  example,  ftands  for  corn,  and 
Bacchus  for  wane,  corn  and  wine  alone  are 
intended  ^  Now,  there  is  juft  the  fame 
reafon  for  defcribing  certain  kinds  and  de- 

■  P.  135.  •  See  Cicero  de  Nat.  Deor. 

1.  ii.  c.  23.  with  the  note  of  Davis,  No,  4. 
P  ElTay,  p.  342,  note  (*»), 

L  grees 
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grees  of  infanity  by  the  fpirits  to  whom 
they  were  referred. 

Accordingly,  we  find,  in  fa6t,  that  de- 
mon  (which  was  the  name  of  thofe  evil 
fpirits  who  were  fuppofed  to  caufe  mad- 
nefs)  and  demoniacal  poffeffion,  were  ufed 
merely  to  exprefs  madnefs,  without  taking 
the  caufe  into  the  account.     Inftances  of 
their  being  fo  ufed  by  the  Greeks^  and 
alfo  by  the  Latins',    were  produced  in  the 
Elfay.     -The  fame  modes  of  fpeaking  were 
familiar  amongft  the  Jews.     We  are  ex- 
prefsly  told,  that  they  gave  the  names  of 
demons   to  diftempers".      Jofephus    (in  a 
paffage  cited  in  the  Eflay,  which  you  v/ere 
pleafed  to  overlook,  as  you  have  almoft  all 
ihofe  things  which  flood  moft  in  your  w^ay) 
fays  concerning  certain  demagogues,  that 
they  perjuaded  the  multitude  to  be  poffejjed  by 
demons^ 'y   when  all  that  he  meaned,.   was, 

q  Eflay,  p.  82,  note  (").  Beza,  even  when  defend- 
ing demoniacal  pofTeliion,  admits.  Nam  et  Grssci  me- 
dici  quoddam  iftiusmodi  furoris  naturalibus  remediis 
fanabilis  genus  ^cc^u.qhuv  vocant.      Eflay,  p.  343. 

'  Efi'ay,  p.  324,  325  *  Id.  p.  85,  86. 

•  Aatjw,o»'a>  to  7r?;5j9o5  uvsTTSi^ov*      Bcl.  Jud.  1.  2.  "C.  1 3.  §•  4* 
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*^  that  the  people  were  worked  up  into  a 
fhrenfy  by  the  artifices  and  eloquence  of 
their  leaders."  This  is  a  clear  proof,  that 
in  the  age  and  country  of  the  firfl  pub- 
lifhers  of  the  Gofpel,  pojjejjion  by  demons 
was  ufed  to  exprefs  infanity,  ev^n  in  cafes 
in  which  that  infanity  was  afcribed  to  a 
different  caufe  from  poffeflion.  Demons 
and  demoniacal  poffeilion  having  been  put 
for  the  effeB  they  were  fuppofed  to  pro- 
duce, or  that  f pedes  of  ?nad?2efs  which  was 
afcribed  to  them,  loft,  in  time,  their  ori- 
ginal and  limited  figniiication  %  acq uired  a 
larger  meaning,  and  were  ufed  for  madnefs 
in  general  ;  from  whatever  caufe  it  pro- 
ceeded. Examples  of  this  nature  in  our 
ovv^n  language,  mull  occur  to  every  one. 
Lunacy,  which  at  firfl  denoted  that  pe- 
culiar kind  of  phrenfy  over  which  the 
moon  was  fuppofed  to  have  an  influence 
is  now  ufed  for  phrenfy  in  general.  St. 
Anthony's  fire,  and  St.  Vitus's  dance,  fiill 
exprefs  certain  diforders,  but  without  any 
reference  to  the  faints,   from  whom  thev 

^  Other  fimilar  examples  may  be  feen.  EfTay,  p.  340, 
ct  feq.  the  reafon  of  which  is  explained,  p.  340,  344. 
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at   firft   borrowed   their   refpedlive  deno- 
minations. 

In  what  manner   then  are  the  terms^ 
demons  and  demoniacal  poffeffion,    to  be 
underftood  in  the  New  Teftament  ?  How 
can  their  meaning  there  be  afcertained  ?    I 
know  of  no   better  method  of  doing  it, 
than  by  interpreting  them  agreeably  to  the 
common  ufe  of  the  fame  terms  amongft  the 
ancients,    amongft  the  Jews  in  particular^ 
fuch  as  lived   in  the   age   in  which   the 
Gofpel  was  publifhed ;  and  in  correfpon- 
dence  to  the  known  forms  of  fpeech  in  all 
nations,   interpret  the  language  in  queftion 
by  this  rule,  and  you  muft  alloWi  that  the 
fcvangelifts  included  in  it  certain  outward 
fymptoms   and   effefts  ;    that  their  direft 
and  immediate  intention  in  ufmg  it,  was 
to  defcribe  thefe  effedts ;  and  that  they  had 
no   farther  intention.      It  was  thus  ufed 
even  by  thofe  who  believed   (as  Jofephus 
did)  the  reality  of  pofleffions.     Befides  the 
reafonablenefs  (I  might  fay,  the  neceffity) 
of  fuppofing,  that  all  writers  ufe  cuftomary 
forms  of  fpeaking  in  their  ordinary  fig- 
iiification  ;  there  are  three  farther  reafons 
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for  concluding,  that  the  evangelifts  have 
done  fo  on  the  fubjedl  before  us.     For 

Firft  of  all,  there  are  inftances  in  the 
New  Teftament,  in  which  demons  or  evil 
fpirits,  and  having  ov  beivg poffijfed  ty  th^rn^ 
cannot  reafonably  bear  a  different  inter- 
pretation from  that  here  afligned  to  thefe 
expreffions.  When  the  Jews  reproached 
John  with  having  (or  being  pojfejfed  by)  a 
demon'' y  why  fliould  we  not  underftand 
them  in  the  fame  fenfe  as  we  do  Jofephus 
in  the  forementioned  paffage  from  him, 
that  is,  as  deiigning  merely  to  reprefent 
him  as  a  perfon  difordered  in  his  under- 
iftanding,  from  whatever  caufe  his  diforder 
might  proceed  ?  Their  objeftion  againft 
Chrift,  He  hath  a  demon ^  and  is  mad^^ 
ought  to  be  explained  in  the  fame  manner; 
the  difcourfes  of  Chrift  appearing  to  them 
to  argue  an  alienation  of  mind,  Thofe 
who  thought  more  favourable  of  Chrift's 
difcourfes,  replied,  Thefe  are  not  the  words 

X  Mat.  xi.  1 8. 

y  John  X.  20.     On  this  paflage  and   Mat.  xl.   i8. 
fee  ElTay,  p.  97,  note  {f), 
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of  him  that  hath  a  demon'^  %  meaning  here- 
by, that  they  obferved  in  Ch  rift's  difcourfes  , 
no  figns  of  a  difordered  underftanding.  To 
come  ftill  nearer    to   our  purpofe,    when 
Luke  fays,    Jefus  was  cajling  out  a  demon^ 
and  it  was  diimb^  y  we  muft  by  demon  un- 
derftand  a  diforder^  that  was  fo  called  from 
it's  apprehended  caufe ;   unlefs  we  will  re- 
proach the  evangelift  v/ith  teaching  (with- 
out  any    divine  warrant)    that    there    are 
dumb  fpirits.      Belides,    this   fame  evan- 
gelift (whofe  language,    you,    Sir%    after; 
others,  contend,  is  more  correB^  as  well  as 
more  phyfical,  than  that  of  the  other  evan- 
gelijls)    tells   us    more    than    once^     that 
Chriji   cured  or  healed  7nany   of  infirmities^ 
and  plagues^    and   evil  fpirits.     Would  a 
corred  and  phyfical  writer  ufe   fuch  lan- 
o-uage,  if  evil  fpirits  were  not  a  fpecies  of 
difeafes,  as  much  as  infirmities  and  plagues  ? 
Now,  if  you  grant,  as  I  think  you  muft, 
that,    on   fomx    occaiions,   the  evangelifts: 
certainly  do  by  demons  or  evil  fpirits,  mean 

z  John  X.  21.  «  Luke  xi.   14. 

^  See  above,  p.  80.  ^  Inq.  p.  121. 

**  Luke  vii.  21.  ch.  viii.  2» 

the 
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the  difeafes  imputed  to  them,   why  may 
not  this  be  the  cafe  on  all  occafions  ? 

That  this  is  really  the  cafe  univerfally, 
feems  to  me  highly  probable  from  this 
farther  coniideration ;  viz.  that  in  de- 
fcribing  the  New  Teftament  demoniacs^ 
they  are  to  be  confidered  only  as  hijlorians, 
whofe  proper  bufmefs,  and  avowed  pro- 
feffion  and  defign  it  was,  to  relate  fads,  of 
which  they  were  competent  witneffes,  and 
concerning  which  all  other  perfons  were  to 
judge  as  well  as  themfelves.  ■  Had  they 
afTumed  the  charader  of  profeffors  of 
fcience,  they  might  have  attempted  to 
account  for  the  fecret  caufe  of  thofe 
diftempers  which  were  cured  by  Chrift; 
or  had  they  profeifed  to  have  received  an 
immediate  revelation  from  God  concerning- 
the  reality  of  poffeflions,  they  might  have 
urged  the  bed  authority  in  fupport  of  it. 
But  they  affume  only  the  charad:er  of  well- 
informed  and  faithful  hiftorians  -,  and, 
therefore,  what  they  atteft  concerning  pof- 
feflions, can  not  be  confidered  as  a  fpecu- 
lation  of  philofophy,  nor  as  a  diflate  of 
infpiration,  but  merely  as  a  defcription  of 

L  4  outward 
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oytward  fadls,  which  fall  under  the  im- 
mediate obfervation  of  our  fenfes.  The 
diforder  and  cure  of  demoniacs  are  fadts  of 
tjiis  kind ;  and  they  v/efe,  as  we  have 
feen,  commonly  deftribed  in  the  very 
fame  language  v/hich  thp  evangelifts 
employ,  ^f  you  go  farther,  and  make 
them  alTer^  poffe^on^  and  difpoileffions, 
according  to  your  ir^prely  modern  inter- 
pretation of  them,  you  (though  without 
figning  it)  Injure  their  character  as  hifto- 
rians,  who  in  the  relation  of  fadts  are  never 
to  exceed  the  information  they  prpfefs* 
to  have  received, 

A  third  reafon  may  be  afligned  for  re- 
jedling  your  interpretation  of  the  cafe  of  the 
Gofpe|  dernoniacs,  and  for  afferting  mine, 
viz.  the  uniform  dodrine  of  the  apoftles, 
and  other  prophets  of  God,  concerning  the 
utter  inability  of  demons  and  all  the; 
heathen  deities,  to  do  either  good  or  harm 
to  mankind.  Your  account  of  poiTeffions 
fappofes  their  having  an  amazing  power 
over  the  bodies  and  minds  of  men,  together 
with  the  fatal  exercife  of  it.    On  the  othejr 

^  Luke  i.   I,  2,  3. 

hai>d^ 
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l^and,  the  apoftles  reprefent  them  as  vanky, 
zwd.  nothing^ .  And,  therefore,  by  the  ppf- 
feffion  of  demon,  and  their  difpoffeffion, 
they  coul4  only  mean  to  defcribe  a  certain 

,  diforder,  and  it's  cure. 

If  the  f^veral  obfervations  that  have  been 
offered  under  this  head  are  juft,  then  the 
language  of  Chrifl  and  his  apoftles,  on 
which  you  build  your  do<flrine,  can  yielt^ 
it  no  manner  oi  fuppprt }  and  the  fadts 
which  they  atteft,  are  very  different  from 
thofe  which  you  wifh  to  eftablifh  by  their 
authority.  But,  in  your  opinion,  the 
eyangeliils  were  very  reprehenfible,  if  they, 
are  not  to  be  underftood  in  the  manner 
in  which  you  explain  them,  as  afferting  the 
4o6lrine  of  real  poiTeflions.  I  proceed, 
therefore,  to  fliew, 

IV.  That  they  might  defcribe  the  dif- 
order and  cure  of  demoniacs  in  the  po- 
pular language,  that  is,  by  poffeflions  and 

'  dilpoffeffions,    without  making  themfelves 

f  Eflay,  p.  189,  et  feq.  Your  obje6lIons  agalnfl  this 
part  of  the  EiTay  will  be  confidered  in  a  fubfequcnt 
>etter.  • 

anfwerable 
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anfwerable  for  the  hypothefis  on  which 
this  language  was  originally  founded. 

Three  reafons  incline  me  to  this  opinion, 
exclufive  of  thofe  already  offered  under  the 
feveral  foregoing  heads,  which  alone  would 
be  fufficient  to  eftablifh  it.  For,  if  the 
cvangelifts  had  neither  any  natural  nor  fu- 
pernatural  qualification  to  atteft  polTeffions 
or  difpoifeflions,  in  cafe  they  are  to  be  un- 
derflood  otherwife  than  of  outward  fymp- 
toms ;  and  if  the  very  terms  themfelves 
were  com^monly  employed  merely  to  de- 
fcribe  thefe  fymptoms,  exclufxvely  of  their 
caufe  'y  how  can  they  be  anfwerable  forthat 
fpurious  dodrine  which  you  father  upon 
them  ?  Neverthelefs,  for  the  fuller  vin- 
dication of  the  evangelifts,  I  Hiall  mention 
fome  farther  reafons  for  believing,  that  they 
had  no  intention,  by  the  language  '  they 
ufed  on  the  fubjed:  before  us,  to  eflablifli 
the  dodrine  of  polTeffions. 

I .  It  is  cuftomary  with  all  forts  of  per- 
fons,  to  fpeak  onmanyfubjeds  in  thepopu-. 
lar  language,  though  admitted  to  have  beer^ 
originally  grounded  on  a  falfe  philofophy. 
Examples  of  this    kind  will  immediately 

occur 
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occur  to  your  own  thoughts ;  otherwife, 
you  might  find  them  in  the  Effay^.  Now, 
if  you  can  not  deny  the  fadt\  can  you 
affign  a  good  reafon,  why  the  lac  red  v/riters 
fliould  not  ufe  the  fame  kind  of  hberty  as 
all  other  perfons  do,  and  adopt  cuflomary 
modes  of  fpeaking,  without  any  thought 
of  giving  their  fandion  to  the  opinions  to 
w^hich  they  owed  their  rife. 

2.  Certain  it  is,  in  fad:,  that  the  facred 
writers  do,  in  feveral  inftances,  adopt  the 
popular  language,  though  grounded  on 
opinions  now  known  to  be  erroneous, 
without  any  delign  of  eftabliiliing  the  truth 
of  thofe  opinions.  I  here  affirm  no  more 
than  what  Chriflians  of  the  greatefi:  emi- 
nence, both  ancient  and  modern,  have 
admitted' 3    than  what  you^    likewife,  do 

admit, 

s  ElTay,  p.  315,  et  feq. 

^  You  even  admit,  that  God  has  not  profijpdiy  made 
any  difcoveries  of  nature.  Introdudlion  to  The  Scrip- 
ture-Theory of  the  Earth,  p.  2,  3. 

^  To  the  conceiiions  of  antient  or  eminent  Chriftians 
on  this  fubjedt,  taken  notice  of  in  the  Effay,  p.  318, 
note  (^•),  p.  321,  note  (p),  p.  329,  :.iote  (-),  p.  335, 
UQte  ('),  and  p.  3385  note  (/),   I  will  add  two  pailages 
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admit,  even  in  a  work  written  on  purpofc 
to  defend  the  philofophy  of  Scripture''  ^ 
and  than  what  has  been  ihewn  to  be  true 
in  many  remarkable  inftances  \    After  what 

from  Jerome.  He  fays,  (in  Matth.  c.  xili.)  It  is  the 
tujlom  cf  the  Scriptures^  for  the  hijiorian  fo  to  relate  the 
spinion  ?nen  h(id  of  many  matters^  as  at  that  time  thofe 
Tijatters  fvere  by  all  people  taken  to  hf.  And  again,  (in 
Jerem.  xxviii. )  There  are  many  things  in  the  holy  Scriptures ^ 
vuhich  are  fpoken  according  to  the  opinion  of  the  time  in 
which  they  were  done^  and  not  according  to  their  reality, 

^  In  the  introduction  to  your  Scripture-Theory^  p.  7, 
8»  you  fay.  The  Scripture  accounts  of  fame  pheno?7iena  may 
not  always  J  perhaps^  feem  reconcilable  to  our  notions  of  the 
laws  of  nature.  But  this  may  proceed  from  cur  ignorance^ 
&r  our  prejudice  ;  or^  at  leaji  from  a  condefcenfton  to^  and 
a  compliance  with,  the  weaknefs  and  poverty  of  our  under- 
fiandings^  and  with  the  notions  which  we  receive  from  our. 
fenfes  ;  which  often  renders  it  proper ^  if  7pt,  ncceffary^  that 
matters  Jhoidd  .be  exprefjed  according  tq  the  fyjlem  of  ap- 
pearances ;  as  is  the  general  praSfice  at  prefent^  though  we 
Vme  in  a  philofophical  age  ;  the  popular  language  being  al- 
ways the  beji  underjiood ;  and  therefore  the  mojl  proper  con^ 
cerning  fubjc^s  incidentally  mentioned^  and  not  profeffcdly 
treated  of\  zvhere  there  is  no  tiecejjity  of  combating  received,^ 
yiotions^  which  are  merely  fpecrdative,  and  attended  with  no 
ill  confequence^  moral  or  natural*  But  thefe  cafes^  you 
add,  feldom  happens^  and  where  they  do^  are  eafily  difcern- 
»d.  I  was  willing  to  tranfcribe  this  pafTage  at  large,  as 
I  had  citfed  only  a  part  of  it  in  the  title  page. 

*  E%,  p,  317— 323* 

ha^ 
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has  been  already  offered  on  this  fubje6l>  I 
will  only  take  notice  of  one  inftance,  which 
will  be  fufficient  to  fhew,  that  your  rea- 
foning,  if  it  proved  any  thing,  would  prove 
too  much,  and  conclude  againil  yourfelf. 

It  was  generally  fuppofed  by  the  ancients^ 
that  the  earth  was  placed  in  the  centre  of 
the  uriiverfe  ;  and  that  the  fun,  the  planets> 
and  the  fixt  ftars,  did  all  move  round  the 
terraqueous  globe  in  twenty-four  hours* 
On  the  other  hand,  the  true  fyftem  of  the 
world  fuppofes  the  diurnal  and  annual  md^ 
tions  of  the  earth,  while  the  fun  refts  in 
the  centre  of  the  planets  that  furround 
him.  N^verthelefs,  in  diredl  contradiction 
to  this  fyftem,  the  facred  writers  aifert 
both  the  immobility  of  the  earth,  and  the 
motion  of  the  fun.  God  laid  the  foundation^ 
of  the  earth,  that  it  Jhould  ?iot  be  moved  for 
ever"^.  The  fun  rifeth""  ^  and  goeth  down, 
and  haft eth  to  the  place  where  he  arofe" :  he 
tometh  forth  out  of  his  chamber ^  his  going 
forth  is  fr 0771  the  end  of  heaven,   a7id  his  ci?"^ 

"^  Pf.  civ.  5.      See  alfo  Pf.  cxix.  90.     Ecclef*  i.  4* 
'  Pf.  xciii.   I.  '^  Gen.  xix.  23. 

*  Gen.  xy.  12,  17.    Ecclef.  i.  5. 
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tuit  unto  the  ends  of  it^.  Many  other  ex- 
preffions  in  Scripture  relative  to  the  fun  % 
contradict  the  dodrine  of  modern  philofo- 
phers. 

Accordingly  when  this  dodlrine  was 
publifhed,  or  rather  republiflied,  to  the 
world  by  Copernicus,  and  confirmed  by 
others,  it  provoked  the  rage  of  bigotry  as 
much  as  the  antidemoniac  fyftem  can  do. 
Twice  was  the  famous  Galilei  charged 
with  herefy,  and  committed  to  the  prifon 
of  the  holy   office',  for  maintaining  that 

the 

P  Pf.  xix.  5.  *!  Jofh.  X.   12,  13.     2  King. 

XX.   10.     If.  xxxvIII.  8. 

"^  Galilei  was  not  releafed  from  prifon,  till  he  had 
engaged  never  to  propagate  his  tenets.  So  well  did 
the  pope  rclifh  the  dodrine  you  have  endeavoured  to 
revise,  (Irenicum,  p.  81,  82,  83.)  that  the  right  of 
private  judgment  h  liable  to  fame  reftraints  and  Ibnltations^ 
in  the  ufe  and  rejtilt  of  it  \  that  it  may  he  abridged  h;^  lavj^ 
ful  authority  \  and  that  by  the  very  term  of  it's  being 
private^  it  mitji  be  limited  by  a  ?nan's  oiun  private  capacity^ 
as  an  i'ndividual ;  and  by  the  fphcrc  of  his  own  private 
concerns  J  ininattrrs  which  do  not  affeSi  the  publick.  Is 
not  the  conduct  of  the  pope  in  injoining  Galilei  filence, 
a  iuft  comment  upon  your  do6i-rine  ?  Could  the  greateft 
enemy  to  the  right  of  private  judgment  defire  more, 
than  that  it  fhould  be  abridged  by  what  he  would  call 

lawful 
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the  earth  was  not,  and  that  the  fun  was^ 
in  the  centre  of  the  world';  and  for  con- 
tradiffing  the  Scriptures  by  both  thefe 
•propofitions.  Pope  Urban  the  eighth,  at 
whofe  inftigation  the  Copernican  tenets 
were  condemned  by  the  Inquifition,  might 
argue  in  fome  fuch  manner  as  you  have 
done  in  reference  to  poffeffions.  *^  Gali- 
lei," might  his  holinefs  fay,  *^  makes  the 
facred  writers  both  deny  what  is  true,  and 
affirm  what  is  falfe ;  which  is  the  foulejl 
t?2dig?iity  that  could  be  offered  them\  The 
Saviour  of  the  world  himfelf  aiferts  it  as 
a   facft,    that   God  caiifeth  his  fuji   to  rife. 

lawful  authority  f  Do  you  fufpe{5^  the  truth  of  your  owii 
tenets,  and  that  they  will  not  bear  a  Qvxidi  examination? 
Why  otherwife  do  you  plead  for  reftjaining  and  abridg- 
ing the  right  of  private  judgment  ?  But  I  v/ould  v/i!- 
iingly  hope,  that  you  can  not  be  fuch  an  enemy  to  all 
improvements  in  knowledge,  and  to  every  valuable  in- 
tereft  of  mankind,  as  your  language  would  lead  us  to 
fuppofe. 

5  Solem  ^^Q  in  centro  mundi,  et  immobilem  motu 
locali,  &c.  Terram.  non  effe  centrum  mundi,  nee  im- 
mobilem. See  Salufbury's  life  of  Galilei,  1,  ii.  c.  3, 
h  1.  iii.  c.  2.  §.  i.  Riccioli's  Alraageft.  1.  ix.  §.  iv. 
c.  40. 

* Inq.  p.  127. 
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fit"'  ■  '  ,    V 

This  fa 61  Is  confirmed  by  the  teftlmony  df 
fenfe,  as  well  by  the  authority  of  an  infal- 
lible teacher.  But  Galilei  withftands  th's 
f  lain  declaration  of  a  fa5l 'y  and,  in  flat  con- 
tradiction to  Chrift>  fays,  God  does  not 
caufe  the  fun  to  rife^  Now,  if  Chrift  repre- 
fents  God  as  doings  what  he  does  only  in 
JheWj  I  do  not  know  how  he  could  be  vindi- 
catedy  if  he  were  accufed  of  being  no  more 
than  a  juggling  impojior''.  If  he  was  mif- 
taken  in  this  inftance,  how  fhall  we  know 
when  we  may  give  him  credit  ?  His  credit, 
and  that  of  all  the  prophets,  muft  be  held 
f acred  and  inviolable^  for  the  fake  of  the  great 
truths  they  deliver  ;  and  which,  if  impaired 
infome  refpeBs,  will  be  expofed  to  the  like 
treatment  in  others^ »' 

Now,  Sir,  return  a  juft  anfwer  to  thii 
reafoning  of  the  Pope  againft  Galilei,  and 
jrou  will  thereby  refute  you  own  reafoning 
againft  the  author  of  the  Effay.  It  might, 
with  much  reafon,  I  apprehend,  be  re- 
plied to  his  holinefs,  ^'  that  the  prophets 
of  God  never  received,    nor   profeffed  to 

*Inq.  p.  127.  ""  Id.  2x6- 
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have  received,  any  fupernatural  inftrudllon 
on  any  points  of  philofophy^ ;  at  leaft, 
not  on  thofe  points,  on  which  they  exprefs 
themfelves  in  conformity  to  erroneous 
fyftems  of  it :  and,  confequently,  that  our 
judgment  on  fuch  fubjedls  is  not  to  be  de- 
termined by  their  modes  of  fpeaking.  Nor 
have  thefe  divine  meflengers  profejfedly 
taught  any  erroneous  principles  of  phi- 
lofophy ;  not  even  as  their  own  private 
opinion,  though  many  incidental  expref- 
fions  are  accommodated  to  that  falfe  phi- 
lofophy  which  prevailed  in  their  time/' 
Now,  this,  we  have  feen,  is  precifely  the 
cafe  with  refped:  to  pofleffibn.  It  is  not 
included  in  the  fupernatural  inftrudion  of 
the  firft  founders  of  chriftianity.  Accord- 
ingly, they  never  teach  it  as  a  doctrine; 
nor  do  they  ailert  it  as  their  ovs^n  private 
opinion,  though  they  adopt  the  vulgar 
language  concerning  it. 

It  might  be  replied  farther  to  Pope 
Urban,  *•'  that  the  facred  writers  had  juft 
the  fame  reafon,  as  all  other  perfons  had, 
for  uling  technical  terms,  without  making 

^  Dr.  VVorthington,  as  cited  above,  p.  155,  note  ("). 
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themfeives  anfwerable  for  the  falfe  opitiiorisj 
that  firft  gave  rife  to  them."  Why  do  pro- 
teftants,  who  have  no  faith  in  popifli 
faints,  as  well  as  papifts  who  have,  ilill 
affirm  concerning  any  one,  that  he  has 
St.  Anthony's  fifc;  or  that  he  has  St. 
Vitus's  dance  ?  Why  do  even  thofe  phy« 
ficians  who  deny  the  influence  of  the  moon 
over  the  diflemper  called  lunacy,  never- 
thelefs,  affirm  concerning  certain  patients, 
that  they  are  lunatic  ?  Why  do  thofe  who 
laugh  at  the  notion  of  the  incubus  or  night- 
mare being  an  intelligent  agent,  as  well  as 
Dr.  Worthington,  who  very  gravely  de- 
fends it%  ftill  ufe  the  terms  to  exprefs 
a  bodily  indifpofition  ?  Wherefore,  to  this 
very  day,  do  aftronomers^  that  have  adopted 
the  fyftem  of  Copernicus,  fpeak  of  the  fun 
as  rijingy  Jetting^  and  movifig  ?  Becaufe  in 
all  the  inftances  here  mentioned,  the  lan- 
guage correfponds,  though  not  to  the  truth 
of  things,  yet  to  common  conception  and 
outward  appearances.  Thefe  popular  modes 
of  fpeech  are  understood  to  exprefs  thofe 
appearances  only ;  and  being  ufed  only  in 

^  Inq.  p.  129. 
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defcribing  them,  no  one  is  fo  abfurd  as  to 
mifconftrue  them  into  affertions  or  decla- 
rations of  men's  real  opinions  on  the  feveral 
fubjefts  to  which  they  refer.  This  again 
is  as  juft  an  anfwer  to  Dr.  Worthington  as 
to  pope  Urban w  To  /?ave  a  de?non,  was  a 
phrafe  that  was  as  much  underftood  to  ex-* 
prefs  an  outward  efFed:  amongft  the  an- 
cients, as  the  phrafe,  to  have  St*  Anthojiys 
fir  By  is  fo  underftood  amongft  us-  The 
former,  therefore,  might  be  ufed  by  thofe 
who  did  not  beHeve  in  the  power  of  de- 
mons, v/ith  as  much  propriety,  as  the 
latter  is  by  thofe  who  do  not  believe  in  the 
power  of  St.  Anthony.  You  are  not  to 
learn  any  man's  fyftem  of  aftronomy  or 
phyfic,  from  his  defcribing  certain  ce- 
leftial  appearances^  or  bodily  diftempers, 
in  the  language  of  the  vulgar;  but  from 
the  account  he  profelTedly  gives  of  that 
fyftem.  Proceed,  Sit,  by  the  fame  rule 
in  judging  of  the  real  fentiments  of  the 
apoftles  on  the  fubjed:  of  pofleffion  ;  form 
your  judgment  by  their  profeffed  dodlrine 
concerning  demons,  not  by  their  de- 
fcriptions   of  demoniacs ;    in  which   they 
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might,  very  innocently,  adopt  the  po-,. 
pular  language,  without  defigning  to  efta- 
blifh  the  docTirine  on  which  it  was  originally 
founded.  This  they  have  done  on  other 
fubjeds  :  they  might,  therefore,  do  it  on 
this.  They"  have  done  it  on  all  fubjefts 
not  included  in  their  commiffion\ 

3.  There 

*  Some  have  thought,  that  though  our  Lord  might 
conform  to  the  cuftomary  language  of  his  country,  in 
matters  of  little  or  no  moment,  fuch  as  the  true  fyftem 
of  aftroncmy  ;    yet,  that  the  cafe  is  widely  different 
with    regard    to   things   of  great   importance^    fuch   as 
miftaken  notions  of  demons,   which  are  the  fources  of 
endlefs  and  hurtful  fuperftitions.    To  which  I  anfwer, 
that  it  is  irnpojfible  for  God^  or  thofe  infpired  by  him, 
to  licy  on  any  occanon,   or  with  refpe£l  to  any  matter 
whatfoever.     And  were  it   poffible,  that  the  fpirit  of 
God  jQiould  become  a  teacher  of  falfehood  in  matters 
faid  to  be  of  fmall  importance;  who  is  to  judge  v/he- 
ther  the  fubjeCt  be  of  fmall  importance  or  not  ?   Scarce 
would  any  two  perfons  agree  in  their  opinion  about  it. 
You  fometimes  plead,    that  the  vulgar  phrafes  of  the 
fun's  rifmg  and  fetting,  &c.  have  no   relation   to  re- 
vealed truths.  Inq.  p.  129.     The  fame  thing  is  equally 
true  with  refped:  to  the  vulgar  phrafes  concerning  pof- 
feffion  by  human   ghofls  j    except  that  the  latter,  li- 
terally underftood,  are  diredtly  repugnant  to  revelation. 
You  think  ''  the  former  ne^er  had  any  eiie6t  upon  mo- 
rality/'   Inqo  p.  129.      But  the  falfe  phiiofophy   on 

which 
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3.  There  is  one  very  peculiar  reafon  for 
believing,   that  the  founders  of  chriftianity 

did 

which  they  were  built,  was  the  occafion  of  great  im- 
piety. It  was  this  falfe  philofophy  (which  had  con- 
trived (o  many  eccentricks  and  epicycles^  in  order  to  ac- 
count for  the  motions  of  the  heavenly  bodies)  that  gave 
occafion  to  that  well-knov^^n  faying  of  a  certain  mo- 
narch, If  he  had  been  of  God's  council  when  he  made  the 
heavens^  he  zuould  have  taught  him  hozu  to  have  mended  his 
work.  But  whether  any  of  the  vulgar  phrafcs,  and 
thofe  in  particular  which  refpe6t  poileffion,  do  relate 
to  religion  and  morality,  (as  you  fuppofe,  Inq.  p.  i28> 
^29.)  or  do  not ;  the  Scriptures  do  not  profeffedly  war- 
rant the  philofophy  on  which  they  were  firft  founded. 
You  make  a  diftin6lion  between  a  few  terms  v/hich 
took  their  rife  from  a  miftaken  philofophy  ;  and  many 
whole  paffages  in  four  different  authors  (Inq.  p.  128, 
129.),  According  to  this  do6trine,  a  prophet  may  af- 
firm what  is  falfe,  if  he  does  it  in  a  few  term.s,  not  in 
'many  whole  paffages  ;  and  four  authors,  it  feems,  muff 
not  take  the  fame  liberty  as  a  fmaller  number.  But  in 
reality,  more  than  four  of  the  facred  writers,  befides 
the  evangelifts,  have  very  innocently  adopted  the  po- 
pular language  on  fubje6ls  of  natural  knowledge  ;  and 
in  very  many  whole  paffages.  Once  more,  you  under- 
ftand  St.  Vitus's  dance  as  a  dcfcription  only,  but  de- 
moniacal poffeflions  in  the  Gofpel  as  narrations^  Inq, 
p.  129.  But  if  it  be  affirmed  of  one  perfon,  that  he  has 
St.  Vitus's  dance  j  and  of  another,  that  he  has  a 
demon  ;  why  fliould  not  both  thefe  affirmations  be 
equally  underftood  as  defer iptions  only  ?    In  one  word, 
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did  ufe  the  jpopular  language  on  the  fubjed 
of  poffeflions,  without  intending  to  efta- 
Jjliih  the  popular  hypothefis  concerning  it, 
becaufe  it  is  allowed  that  they  do,  at  other 
times,  fpeak  both  of  demons  and  bodily 
diforders,  in  mere  conformity  to  the  vulgar 
opinion  concerning  them,  without  defign- 
ing  to  give  their  fandlion  to  it.  Our  Sa- 
viour affirms,  that  when  the  unclean  fpirit 
is  gone  out  of  a  many  he  walketh  through  dry 
places.  According  to  your  mode  of  ex- 
plaining Scripture,  *^  here  is  a  plain  nar- 
ration of  a  fad,  and  no  intimation  given 
that  it  is  to  be  underftood  otherwife,"    Ne- 

affign  a  good  reafon,  why  he  who  declared  in  the  plalneft 
•jierms,  Godeaufeth  his  fun  torlfc^  might  not  alfo  declare, 
/  eaji  out  demons.  The  authority  and  teftimony  of 
Chrifl  can  no  more  be  urged  in  one  cafe  than  in  th^ 
other.  To  thofe  difpofed  to  urge  it  in  either  cafe,  I 
know  of  no  fatisfa(51ory  anfwer  hut  this,  that  neither 
was  phyfic  nor  aflronomy  any  part  of  his  divine  com- 
mifiion.  The  objecSlion  I  have  been  confidering,  pro- 
ceeds entirely  on  this  abfiird  fuppolition,  that  God 
ought  to  interpofe,  in  order  to  reftify  every  error  of 
importance.  (See  ElTay,  p.  369,  370.)  In  the  prefent 
cafe,  however,  God  has  interpofed  with  the  defired view; 
^3  is  iht\yn  in  the  EfTay,  p.  370—376 ;  and,  confe- 
quently,  your  obj»cdion  is  v/ithout  foundation. 

verthelefs^ 
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.verthelefs,  every  one  muft  fee,  what  Vi- 
tringa^  exprefsly  admits,  that  it  is  only  a 
popular  opinion,  which,  whether  true  or 
falfe,  equally  ferved  the  purpofe  of  our 
Saviour ;  which  was,  by  the  cafe  of  the 
relapling  demoniac,  to  illuflrate  the  cha- 
radter  of  the  Jewifh  nation.  The  fame 
evangelifts  who  affirm,  that  the  people 
brought  to  Jefus  demoniacs'' y  do  alfo  affirm> 
and  in  (what  you  call)  the  iifual  Jlile  of 
hijiory,  that  they  brought  to  him  lunatics'^. 
Now  this  laft  expreffion  does  as  plainly 
^ffert,  that  the  perfons  to  whom  it  is  ap- 
plied were  under  the  noxious  influence  of 
the  moon ;  as  the  former  expreffion  does 
that  the  perfons  it  defcribes  were  under 
the  noxious  influence  of  demons.  But 
did  the  evangelifts  in  the  former  cafe 
intend  to  exprefs  their  own  belief  of 
a  lunar  influence  over  difeafes,  and  to 
certify  to  the  world  fuch  an  influence 
as  a  fa(5t  ?  Were  they  ever  thought 
to  have  any  fuch  intention  ?  Without  fo 
much  as  inquiring,  what  their  private 
opinion  was,   men  clearly  faw  (for  in  this 

^  EfTay,  p.  329,  note  ("=). 
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cafe,  their  prejudices  did  not  intervene, 
they  had  no  favourite  hypothecs  to  fup- 
port,  and  therefore  they  faw  clearly)  that 
the  evangelifts  had  no  other  delign  than  to 
defcribe,  in  the  common  and  well-under- 
flood  phrafeology  of  the  age  in  which  they 
lived,  epileptic  fymptoms,  without,  per- 
haps, fo  much  as  thinking  of  the  truth  or 
falfehood  of  that  hypothecs  upon  which  the 
language  was  originally  founded.  It  is 
precifely  the  fame  with  refpedt  to  all  thofe 
expreffions  which  aiTert  or  imply  the  real 
influence  of  demons  over  certain  fpecies  of 
infanity. 

By  this  time,  I  hope,  it  appears,  how 
inconclufive  is  all  your  reafoning  in  favour 
of  the  dodlrine  of  poiTefrions,  drawn  from 
the  language  of  Chrifl:  and  his  apoftles. 

In  your  laborious  examination  of  the 
hiPiory  of  the  feveral  demoniacs  fpoken  of 
in  the  New  Teftament,  you  all  along  take 
it  for  granted,  that  the  demoniacal  pof- 
feffions  and  difpoffeilions  there  mentioned, 
are  fo  many  fadls^  in  the  fenfe  in  which 
you  explain  them.  Upon  thefe  fadts,  you 
build  your  dodlrine,  which,  you  think, 
can  not  be  difproved,  till  the  fafts  are 
,  ^  difproved. 


(     i69     ) 

proved*.     And  in  fo  much  hafte  were  you 
to  produce  your  witnefles,  and  to  difplay 
their  qualifications,  that  you  did  not  duely 
conlider  what  they  Vv^ere  able,  and  intended, 
to  at  tell.    The  poffeffions  and  difpofleffions 
fpoken  of  in   the  New  Teftament,    were 
certainly  real  facts ;   but  not  in  the  knfc 
which  you  contend  for,  as  importing  the 
e?2tra?2ce  of  a  fpiritual  and  invifible  being 
into  the  human  body,    it's  rejidence  there, 
and  it's  ^A^w^^/2  thence.     Such  fa 6ls,  fup- 
pofmg  them  to  be  real,  are  not  objedls  of 
fenfe,    and    therefore   can  not  be   proper 
fubjeds  of  human  teftimony.     Nor  could 
the  apoftles  atteft  them,  in  virtue  of  any 
fupernatural  revelation  -,  which  neither  was, 
nor  could  fitly  be  granted  them  for  fuch  a 
purpofe.     Neverthelefs,  they  were  perfed:- 
ly  qualified  to  atteft  demoniacal  poffeffions 
and  difpoffeffions,  as  thefe  terms  imported 
the  diforder  and  cure   of  demoniacs.     In 
this  fenfe,  and  in  this  alone,  thefe  terms 
were  ufed  on  all  occafions  fimilar  to  thofe 
on  which  the  New  Teftament  writers  em- 

*  Inq.  p.  139,  14®. 

ployed 


(     ^7^    ) 

ployed  them.  And  in  no  other  fenfe  coul4 
they  be  employed  by  thefe  writers.  The 
terms  took  their  rife,  indeed,  from  a  falfe 
bypothefis  ;  but  the  apoftles,  by  adopting 
the  terms,  can  not  be  confidered  as  making 
themfelves  anfwerable  for  the  hypothelis  oi^ 
which  they  were  built ;  efpecially  as  the 
former  were  ufed  exclufively  of  the  latter. 

With  how  little  reafon  then  did  you 
reproach  the  author  of  the  Effay  witl> 
building  upon  this  principle,  that  k  is  al- 
lonvahk  to  profefs  one  thing,  and  believe  the 
contrary' ;  and  that  it  is  lawful  to  dijjhnble  the 
truth ^  and  even  to  lie  for  it^  ?  But  how  do 
you  prove,  that  this  principle  may  be  de- 
duced from  my  premifes  ?  You  prudently 
fave  yourfelf  that  trouble  ;  and  undertake 
a  more  eafy  talk,  that  of  largely  expofing  ^^ 
v;hat  you  were  fure  no  one  would  attempt 
to  vindicate,  the  abfurdity  and  profligacy  of 
the  principle  itfelf.  Here,  Sir,  you  come 
off  With  triumph,  where  you  had  noadver^ 
fary,  but  v/ere  only  beating  the  air,  and 
combating  a  phantom  of  your  own  ima-- 


'  Inq.  p.  124,  126. 

Hb.  p.  1265  127. 

»  Ir.q.  |)<.  126,  ct  feq. 

gination 

gination.  All  that  I  contend  for,  is  no 
more  than  what  you  yourfelf  admit,  and 
what  indeed  it  is  not  ppffible  for  any  one 
to  deny,  that  all  men,  on  fome  occafions^ 
ufe  the  popular  language,  though  they 
reject  the  hypotheiis  on  which  it  was  built. 
Might  not  I  then  exclaim  as  you  do,  **  By 
what  canons  of  criticifm,  by  what  figure 
in  rhetorick,  are  any  writers  to  be  under- 
ftood  in  a  fenfe  direftly  contrary  ,to  that  in 
which  they  exprefs  themfelves''  ?'*  If  yoif 
pfFer  any  juft  vindication  of  yourfelf,  you 
.>vill  thereby  vindicate  me. 

With  how  little  reafon  likewife  do  you 
Teprefent  me  as  impeaching  the  charader 
,and  credit  of  Chrift  and  his  apoilles '  ?  If 
I  have  done  this,  fo  has  Dr.  Worthington  ; 
fo  have  all  thofe  Chriftians  who  adopt  the 
true  fyftem  of  the  univerfe;  and  all  who 
allow  that  in  any  inftance,  (and  there  are 
pone  who  do  not  allow  that  in  feveral  in- 
^ances)    Chrift  and   his    apoftles   exprefs 

^  Inq.   p.  125.  fee  alfo  p.  128. 

/  According  to  you,  I  do,  in  effeSl^  tell  the  evangelifts^ 
that  they  record  untruths ;  and  tell  Chrijl  hiinfelf^  that  ht 
did  not  do  tU  things  which  hi  ajfumed  to  do,    Inq.  p.  127. 

themfelves 


(    I?^   ) 

themfelves  according  to  common  concep- 
tions or  outward  appearances,  and  not  to 
the  truth  of  things.  Were  there  any  force 
in  your  declamation  againft  me,  with  re- 
foed:  to  this  matter,  it  would  conclude 
equally  againfl;  yourfelf,  and  the  whole 
body  of  Chrifliians,  as  well  ancient  as  mo- 
dern. You  fay,  /  miijl  jujlify  them,  (Chriji 
and  his  apojlles)  in  that  reJpeBy  fin  not 
thinking  as  they  /pake  and  wrote,  on  the  fub- 
jed:  before  \\^Jfro?n  the  like  jnanner  offpeak- 
ing  and  writing,  ufed  by  the?n,  on  other  oc~ 
cafions  ;  or  by  producing  fornewhat  fimilar  to  it 
out  of  fame  other  grave  authors  of  antiquity  : 
which  you  think  can  not  be  done,  not 
even  out  of  writers  of  romances,  for  even 
thefe  muft  be  underflood  as  they  write*. 
Your  argument  is  built  on  this  falfe  fup- 
polition,  that  thofe  who  adopt  the  popu- 
lar language  grounded  on  opinions  which 
they  believe  to  be  erroneous,  are  guilty 
of  infincerity,  and  of  fpeaking  differently 
from  vv'hat  they  think.  But  are  you  liable 
to  the  charge  of  falfehood,  only  becaufe  you 
fcruple  not  to   fay,  the  fun  rifes  and  fets. 


Inq.  p.  140,  141. 


though 


(     173     )      . 

though  you  believe  it  does  neither  ?  No, 
Sir^  you  ufe  the  vulgar  language  v^ith  pcr- 
fed:  innocence,  becaufe  it  expreffes  certain 
outward  appearances ;  and  you  have  no  in- 
tention in  uiing  it  to  contradidl  your  phi- 
lofophicd  faith.  In  like  manner  the  evan-^ 
gelifts,  fuppoiing  them  to  believe,  that 
neither  demons  nor  the  mo.on  have  any 
influence  over  difeafes,  might,  without 
the  leaft  infincerity,  reprefent  fome  per- 
fons  as  demoniacs  and  lunatics,  becaufe 
this  reprefentation  was  both  deiigned  and 
underftood  merely  as  a  defcription  of  cer- 
tain outward  appearances  and  elfiids  Their 
language  on  this  fubjedl  has  been  juftiiied 
by  the  like  manner  of  fpeaking  on  other 
fubjedts,  ufed  both  by  themfelves,  and  all 
other  perfons,  by  what  you  allow  ^  to  be 
the  general  praBice  at  prefent,  though  we 
live  in  a  philofophical  age.  Indeed,  Sir, 
it  is  you  who  leiTen  the  character  and  tef- 
timony  of  the  apoftles  ;  for  you  fuppofe 
them  to  bear  their  teftimony  to  fads, 
which  they  were  neither  naturally  nor  fu- 
pernaturally  qualified  to   atteft.     But  ac- 


^  Sec  above,  p.  156,  note  (^). 


cordin^: 
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tdrding  to  the  explication  given  in  the  Effay 
of  the  fadis  in  queftion,  the  teftimony  of  thd 
apoftles  deferves  the  higheft  credit,  becaufe 
they  witnefs  only  what  they  were  compe- 
tent judges  of,  viz.  the  fymptoms  and  cure 
of  infanity,  which  fell  under  the  notice  of 
all  their  fenfes. 

Equally  ill  fupported  is  atnother  charge 
which  you  advance  againft  me  and  others 
tvho  differ  from  you.  In  the  moft  tragi- 
cal ftrains  do  you  complain  of  us,  as  cru- 
cifying the  Son  of  Gody  and  as  abifmg  his 
word^^y  and  abufing  language  to  fuch  a  de- 
gree, that  we  7nay  as  well  throw  our  Bibles 
away^.  The  language  of  the  Bible,  like 
that  of  all  other  ancient  books,  is  not  to' 
be  explained  by  the  fentiments  of  the  mo- 
derns, but  by  the  ufe  of  the  fame  language 
in  the  age  in  which  thofe  books  were  writ- 
ten. The  former  was  the  courfe  which 
you  have  taken,  by  which  you  (I  will  not 
fay,  have  abufed,  but)  have  mifinterpreted 
the  Scriptures.  The  latter  courfe  is  that 
which   I  purfued  ;  and  it  is  the  only  one 


SI 


Inq.  p.  82.  *  lb.  p.  128. 

that 
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that  can  give  the  natural  and  genuine  fenfc 
of  the  language  of  the  facred  writers. 

I  will  only  take  notice  of  one  objedlion 
more,  viz.  that  Chrift,  by  ufing  the  po- 
pular language  concerning  demoniacal  pof- 
feffions,    did  certainly   countenance"   the 
popular  fuperftition,  which  is  fuppofed  in 
the  EiTay  to  be  a  grdundlefs  one.     Would 
hey    you  afk%  who  was  truth  itfelfj    giv^ 
any  countenance  to  a  falfehood  ?    Would  he 
confirm^  and  even  heighten  it,  and  that  both 
iy  word  and  deed  ?  'The  thought  is  impious 
to  the  lajl  degree.     In  reading  your  Inquiry^ 
I  fo  often  met  with  declamation,  where  I 
fexpecfled  an  argument,  that  I  was  not  much 
furprized  at  the  paffages  lafl  cited.  Surely^ 
Sir,  no  man  ever  doubted  of  its  being  highly 
impious,  to  reproach  Chrift  with  counte- 
nancing and  confirming  falfehood.     It  was 
in  order  to  clear  him  from  fuch  undeferved 
reproach,  that    I   {hewed  at  large  in  the 
EiTay,  that  the  ufe  of  the  popular  language 
concerning  demoniacs,  does  by  no  means 
imply  an  approbation  of  the  doftrine  of 

•  l"q-  P-  39»  82,  131,  132,  133.  p  P.  82. 

pofTeffions, 
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t 

poffeflions ;  and  confequently  can  not  give 
countenance  to  the  fuperftitions  grounded 
upon  that  dodrine.     It  was  alfo  fliewn% 
that  the  apoflles  of  Chrift  have  in  the  moft 
efFedlual  manner  fubverted  the  doftrine  of 
demoniacal  poffeffions,  and  thereby  guard- 
ed   men    againft    thofe   vile    fuperftitions 
which  will  for  ever  attend  it,  by  conflant- 
ly  inculcating  this  momentous  truth,  that 
demons  are  nothing  in  the  world.     If  you 
would  fpeak  to   the  point,  prove,  if  you 
are  able,  that  every  one  who  ufes  the  po- 
pular language  on  any  fubjeft,  makes  him- 
felf  anfwerable  for  the  erroneous  fyftem  on 
which   it  is   built ;    prove,    alfo,  that  the 
falfehood  of  pofTeffion  is  not  an  obvious 
and  neceffary  confequence  of  the  nullity  of 
demons.     When  you  have   done   this,    I 
promife  to  become  a  convert  to  your  opi- 
nion.    In  the  meantime, 

I  am. 

Reverend  Sir, 
Yours,  &c. 

9  E%,  p.  370—37^- 

J* 

LETTER 


(   ^n  ) 


LETTER     V* 


Reverend  Sir^ 

WITH  your  main  argument  (whicli 
was  coniidered  in  my  laft  letter) 
you  have  intermixed  other  proofs  of  the 
reality  of  demoniacal  poffeffions ;  which, 
though  they  are  of  inferior  moment,  I  (hall 
not  pafs  over  without  notice. 

You  plead,  that  if  the  ejedtion  of  evil 
fpirits  (in  the  fenfe  in  which  you  explain 
this  matter)  had  not  been  real,  the  Sad- 
ducees,  when  they  faw  the  apoftles  under- 
take to  effed  it,  would  have  declared,  thad 
the  doctrine  of  poffeffion  was  no  more  than 
a  vulgar  error"".  You  likewife  fuppoie, 
that  Herod,  when  he  received  Chrift's 
meifage,  /  caji  out  demons^  would  have  ex- 
pofed  him  as  a  falfe  pretender,  had  the  terms 

*  Inq.  p.  98 — 100. 

N  admitted 
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admitted  of  two  fenfes,  one  of  which  niuft  be 
falfe\  This  objeftion  fiippofes,  that  Herod 
and  the  Sadduces  underllood  Chrift,  as  you 
,     do,  that  is,  as  afferting  the  reality  of  poiTef- 
fions ;  and  that  they  were  able  to  demonftrate 
the  falfehood  of  this  opinion.     But  in  truth 
neither   Herod    nor  the   Sadducees    could 
objeft  in  the  manner  you  fuppofej  becaufe 
there  could  be  no  poflible  doubt  about  the 
miracle  in  queftion,  the  cure  of  demoniacs ; 
nor  was  there  any  ambiguity  in  the  terms 
that  defcribed  it ;  for  they  always  expref- 
fed  a  reftoration  to  a  ftate  of  perfed:  fanity. 
On  m.y  interpretation,  there  was  no  ground 
for  any  cavil;  on  your's,  there  v/as  room  for 
this     unanfwerable    objedion,     viz.     that 
Chrift  and  his  apoftles  appealed  to  an  evi- 
dence, which  is   not  an   objed:  of  fenfe, 
nor   (by  your  own  account^)  ofreafon. 

You  thinxk  that  even  the  Fharifees  might 
have  charged  Jefus  with  /ham  miracles,  if 
he  pretended  to  cajl  out  devils ,  ivhen  he  did 
not\  Again  you  miftake  the  meaning 
of  caflirg  out  demons,    and  urge  an  ob- 

b  Inquiry,  p.  lO.  .  ""  See  above,  p.  I2i. 

^  Inq.  p.  60. 

\  jeftion 
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jedlion  againft  me>  which  concludes  only 
again  ft  yourfelf,  who  place  the  miracle  in 
the  diflodging  of  a  fpiritiial  being  from  the 
human  body ;  which  any  bold  impoftor 
might  pretend  to  ejffecfl.  You  very  juftly 
obferve,  that  the  objeftion  of  the  Pha- 
rifees,  that  Chrift  caft  out  demons  by  the 
affiftance  of  their  prince,  is  grounded  upon 
a  fuppojition  of  the  reality  of  whatever  dif- 
foffejjions  it  is  levelled  again f  t,  But  would 
this  have  been  admitted  by  the  moft  ma- 
licious adverfaries  of  Chrift,  if  the  difpof- 
feffions  in  queftion  had  been  invfible  mi- 
racks,  as  on  your  principles  they  certainly 
were  ?  In  this  cafe,  they  would  rather 
queftion  the  truth  of  the  miracles,  than 
run  into  that  great  abfurdity  of  referring 
them  to  Beelzebub,  ns  the  only  method 
they  had  of  invalidating  the  evidence 
arifing  from  them,  coniidered  as  publick 
teftimonies  to  Chrift's  divine  commifllcn. 
As  to  our  Saviour's  refutation  of  the  ca- 
lumny of  the  Pharifees^,  from  which  you 

«  Inq.  p.  49,  50. 

f  If  Satmi  caft  out  Saian^    &c,      Pvlat.  xii.  25 — 30. 
Luke  xi.   15 — 23. 

N  2  largely 
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largely  argue  s;  you  have  taken  no  notice 
of  what  has  been  urged''  in  reply  to  your 
argument;  viz.  *'  that  our  Saviour  in  re- 
futing the  Pharifees,  was  addreffing  men 
whom  it  was  more  eafy  to  iilence  than 
convince  J  and  who  did  not  acknowledge 
his  divine  authority ;  and  therefore  very 
properly,  and  agreeably  to  his  cuftom  on 
other  occafions,  argues  with  them  on  their 
principles^  and  not  at  all  upon  his  own^'* 

You 

I  Inq.  p.  55,  56,  57,  59,  60. 

^  Eilay,  p.  331,  note  (i),  and  Differtation  on  Mi-- 
racles,  p.  388,  . 

i  You,    Sir,   admit,   (Inq.  p.  55.)   that  Chrift,  ia 

one  of  his   arguments,  reafons  with  the  Pharifees  on. 

their  own  principles.     If  he  did  fo  in  one  argument, 

why  might  he  not  do  the  fame  in  the  others  ?  When  he 

faid.  If  I  by  Beelzebub  cajl  out  demonSy  by  whom  do  your 

fons  caji  them  out?  you  allow  that  he  refutes  the  Pharifees 

with  their  own  opinion.     Why  then  fhould  you  argue 

from  the  reft  of  his  anfwer,  and  particularly  from  the 

parable  of  the  flrong  man  armed,  as  if  he  was  inftrudl- 

ing  the  Pharifees  in  his  own  opinion,  not  availing  him- 

ielf  of  theirs  ?    What  has  been  obferved  above  with 

refpedl  to  the  Pharifees,  ferves  to  fhew,  how  very  in- 

confiderately  it  has  been  faid,  that  Chrift,  inftcad  of 

refuting  their  calumny,    fhould  have  denied  the  prin^- 

ciple  upon  whicl)  it  is  foundr-j  and  told  them  plainly, 

that 


(     i8i     ) 

You  often  draw  arguments  in  favour  of 
real  poiTeflions,  from  fome  circumftances 
in  the  cafe  of  particular  demoniacs.  With- 
out having  recourfe  to  the  interpofition  of 
fome  fuperior  being,  you  cannot,  it  feems, 
account  for  their  uncommon  exertions  of 
ftrength "" ;  nor  for  their  knov^lege  of  Jefus 
as  the  Meffiah'.  I  v^ill  not  here  repeat 
what  was  offered  in  the  Effay  to  invalidate 
the  force  of  both  thefe  arguments,  becaufe 
you  have  fcarce  taken  any  notice  of  it"". 

What 

that  tkere  were  no  real  poiTeffions  ;  ftnce  the  leaft  re- 
fle61Ion  may  ferve  to  convince  us,  that  the  avowed 
enemies  of  Chrift,  and  fuch  thefe  men  were,  would 
fiot  have  been  determined  by  his  authority. 

^  Inq.  p.  33,  107.  That  extraordinary  ftrength 
which  you  urge  as  a  proof  of  polTeffion,  the  moft  emi- 
nent of  the  faculty  (whom  you  advife  your  readers  to 
confult)  have  pronounced  2l  fymptom  oi  mTnAviQis -,  as 
(you  well  know)  was  {hewn  in  the  Eflay,  p.  275,  276. 
Infanorum  funt  hsec  omnia.  Dr.  Mead,  Medica  facra, 
p.  66.     Wetftein  on  Mat.  viii.  p.  354,  355. 

1  Inq.  p.  20,  108.  The  knowledge  which  the  de- 
moniacs had  of  Jefus  was  accounted  for  in  t^he  Eflay, 
p.  242 — 249. 

""  Indeed,  with  regard  to  the  demoniac  at  Ephefus,  you 
fay,  that  as  a  demoniac  he  very  probably  had  heard  of  Paul's 
curing  fuch  in  the  name  of  Jefus  ;  for  which  very  reafon,  the 

N  3  demon 
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What  hope  can  there  be  of  bringing  any 
controverfy  to  a  final  period  ;  or  what  one 
good  end  can  be  anfwered,  by  your  re-^ 
pcating  old  objedions,  without  either  giv- 
ing them  any  new  force,  or  ibewing  the 
infufficiency  of  the  anfwers  that  had  beer^ 
returned  to  them  ?  Had  you  duely  con- 
fidered,  that  madmen  are  often  diftinguifh- 
ed  by  the  quicknefs  of  their  conceptions^ 

< 

demon  who  poffejfed  him  made  the  man  always  avoid  St. 
Paul,  Inq.  p.  109.  This  is  making  hiftory,  not  ex-, 
plaining  it.  With  regard  to  one  demoniac,  that  at 
Gadara,  you  tell  us,  (Inquiry,  p.  19,  20.)  he  ran  to 
Jefus,  becaufe  he  was  pofTeffed  and  impelled  by  the 
devil ;  but  you  think  the  demoniac  at  Ephefus  was  pof- 
fefTed,  becaufe  (as  you  venture  to  aiHrm,  though  the 
hiftory  tells  )0U  the  contrary,  Acl:.  xvi.  18.)  he  always 
avoided  Paul.  Hov/  happy  are  you  in  being  able  to 
turn  every  thing  to  your  advantage  !  As  to  the  Gada- 
rene  demoniac,  you  affirm,  "  he  had  always  lived  in 
defolate  places ;"  (Inq.  p.  20.)  in  diretft  contradi6lion 
to  the  evangclirrs,  who  tell  us,  his  diforder  often  left 
him  and  returned.  See  Efiay,  p.  246,  and  alfo  Beza 
on  Luke  viii.  29.  As  to  Chrift's  not  having  been  in 
this  country,  fee  Eilay,  p.  246.  Why  might  not  a 
Gadarene  know  Jefus  to  be  the  Mefliah,  as  well  as  the 
Canaanite  upon  the  coaft  of  Tyre  ?  Mat.  xv.  22,  As 
to  the  cale  of  the  man  in  the  fynagogue,  fee  EiTayj 
p.  243 — 245,  to  which  you  have  made  no  reply. 
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riS  well  as  by  their  bodily  ftrength  ;  that 
their  diforcler  is  often  partial  and  tem- 
porary ;  and  that  the  paroxyfms  of  it  do 
not  obliterate  fpriner  opinions  and  impref- 
fions  5  had  you  attended  Vv^'ithal  to  the  par- 
ticular circumftances  of  the  gofpel  de- 
moniacs, (fome  of  whom  did  not  require 
to  be  confined)  you  would  have  eafily  ac- 
counted for  their  language  and  behaviour, 
without  having  recourfe  to  any  fupernatural 
agency.       ^ 

You  lay  lingular  llrefs  upon  feveral  cir- 
cumftances  in  the  cafe  of  the  Gadarene  de- 
moniac. I  will  not  here  ftate  his  cafe  at 
large,  becaufe  this  was  done  in  the  EiTay  j 
where  I  both  propofed  the  difficulties  of 
the  common  opinion  concerning  him  as  a 
real  demoniac";  and  attempted  to  account 
for  his  behaviour  on  the  fuppoiition  of  his 
being  merely  a  madman  %  though  ftrongly 
poiTeifed  with  an  opinion  of  his  having 
demons  within  him.  You  have  taken 
much  pains  to  vindicate  the  popular  opinion 
concerning  this  reputed  demoniac  5  though 

"  EITay,  p,  259—265.  •  P.  266—275. 

N  4  you 


(    iH   ) 

you  have  taken  very  little  notice  of  what 
was  urged  againft  it.  I  fliall  make  a  few 
remarks  on  what  you  have  offered  ;  omit- 
tinp^  only  thofe  particulars  which  have  al- 
ready been  confidered. 

I .  It  is  obvious  to  remark,  that  the  very 
attempt  to  make  this  man's  difcourfe  with 
Chriil:  appear  rational,  carries  abfurdity 
upon  the  face  of  it.  It  was  from  a  man's 
talking  and  ad;ing  irrationally,  that  the  an- 
cients concluded  that  he  was  polTeffed ;  as 
appears  from  the  whole  current  of  anti- 
quity. To  the  numerous  proofs  of  this 
point  adduced  in  the  Eflay'',  both  from 
heathen  writers  and  from  the  evangelifls,  I 
would  here  add  one  from  Philoflratus,  who 
affigns  this  reafon  for  believing  that  a  certain 
youth  w^as  poffeiicd,  viz.  ^^  his  laughing  at 
things  at  which  no  other  perfon  laughed, 
and  then  fuddenly  crying,  without  any 
reafon  for  it;  his  fpeaking  to  himfelf,  and 
fineine^-"     In  the  fame  author,  as  was  ob- 

p  EfTay,  p.  So,  Sr,  notes  (^  "■-)•  p'  93?  et  feq.  k  p. 

•346.  ^    ■  ,.,,,„,,.  ,  /  ,        ^  .       ■ 

ferved 
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^Tved  elfewhere%  a  mother  being  afked, 
why  flie  thought  her  Ion  poffeffed  by  a 
demon,  replied,  '*  becaufe  the  demon  takes 
away  his  underftanding.''  You,  Sir,  on 
the  contrary,  would  eftablifh  the  certainty 
qi  demoniacal  pofieffion  from  the  oppofite 
principle,  a  perfon's  fpeaking  the  words  of 
truth  and  fobernefs.  Thus  you  argue  not 
only  with  refped:  to  the  pythonefs,  or 
raving  prophetefs  at  Philippic  but  to  the 
Gadarene  demoniac  alfo,  of  whpfe  infanity 

^  Efiay,  p.  93,  note  ('■). 

V  Inquiry,  p.  105.  In  the  fame  place,  you  fay, 
'  that  it  is  a  (Irange  proof  of  infanitv,  which  is  fetched 
from  her  fteady  repetition  of  that  which  was  none  other 
than  a  great  and  moft  indubitable  truth  :  which  yet  is 
the  only  evidence  that  is  hinted  at  or  infinuated, 
Sfiay  on  Demoniacs,  p.  107."  In  no  part  of  the 
Eflay  is  the  truth  uttered  by  the  pythonefs,  reprefcnted 
ss  any  evidence  of  her  infanity  ;  and  in  the  very  pao;e 
to  which  you  refer  your  readers,  two  other  proofs  of  it 
are  urged,  viz.  '*  her  defcription  as  2i  pythonefs^  which 
exprefled  the  fpecies  of  her  infanity ;  ahd  the  manner  in 
which  fhe  followed  Paul  for  many  days."  As  to  the 
tjuth  itfeif  which  Oie  fpoke,  it  was  obferved,  thatitdi4 
but  ill  fuit  an  evil  fpirit  5  and  does  therefore  but  ill  agree 
with  your  notion  of  her  being  poflefled.  Concerning 
this  woman's  cafe,  fee  EfTay,  p.  105,  et  feq.  ^  p.  348, 
iDiiTert.  on  Miracles,  p.  275. 

therg 
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there'can  be  no  poffible  doubt'.  To  force  a 
rational  conftruftion  upon  his  language  and 
behaviour,  is  to  make  him  fpeak  and  a£l  out 
of  charader,  and  to  deftroy  the  evidence  of 
l^s  being  a  demoniac.  Permit  me  to  exa- 
mine your  farther  account  of  him;  for  he 
is  the  main  pillar  of  your  caufe. 

2.  You  fay",  that  ^*  the  devil  found, 
that  himfelf  alone  v^as  not  a  match  for  our 
Saviour, — and  therefore  was  refolved,  be- 
fore he  would  give  up  the  conteft,  to  try 
what  numbers  might  do, — and  whether  they 
could  not  keep  pofleffion  of  this  one  maa 
in  Jpite  of  him.^*  Pray,  Sir,  confider, 
whether  the  devil,  if  he  knew  our  Saviour 
to  be  the  Son  of  God,  as  you  fay  he  did% 
^nd  that  he  afted  by  the  power  of  the  Moft 
High,  would  be  willing  to  make  fuch  an 
experiment  ?  Could  that  fagacious  fpiritpof- 
fibly  be  fo  abfurd,  as  to  imagine,  that  with 
the  afflftance  of  his  aiTociates  he  could  be  a 
match  for  omnipotence  ?  Let  fuch  extra-^ 
vagant  ficftions  be  left  to  the  poets.     For- 

*  EfTay,  p.  I03«  "  Inquiry,  p.  26, 

"?  Inq.  p.  175  20,  22. 

give 
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give  me.  Sir,  if  I  fay,  that  of  all  the  wild 
imaginations  that  ever  entered  the  mind  of 
man,  I  know  not  one  that,  in  abfurdity^ 
exceeds  the  fuppoiition,  that  fuperior  in- 
telligences would,  in  a  dired:  and  formal 
manner,  enter  into  a  contefl  M^ith  the 
power  of  their  creator,  who  can  annihilate, 
in  a  moment,  all  the  creature^  he  has 
made^, 

3.  Farther,  you  fuppofe,  that  the  devil 

impelled  the  man  to  run  and  worjinp  J  ejus  ^ 
with  intent,— to  flatter  him  into  Jbme  indul- 
gence towards  him^.  This  fuppoiition  very 
ill   agrees  with  that  knowledge  pf  Chrifl 

y  In  the  Appendix  to  your  Inquiry,  p.  319,  you  fay, 
?'  the  devil  contrived  to  croud  a  whole  legion  into  the 
body  of  one  man."  This  remarkable  e^^preffion  puts  me  in 
mind  of  a  queftlon  formerly  debated  in  the  fchools,  viZc 
*'  How  many  thoufaud  devils  can  dance  upon  the  point 
pf  a  needle,  without  joff ling  one  another  ?"  You,  Sir,  I 
imagine,  would  have  determined  this  very  philofophical 
and  edifying  queftlon,  in  favour  of  thofe^who  main- 
tained that  only  a  few  thoufands  could  do  it.    For  yon 
fuppofe,   that  fix  thoufand  fix  hundred  and  fixty-fix 
devils,  however  fkilfully  arranged,  would  be  crouded 
in  the  whole  body  of  a  man.   . 
^  Inq.  p.  %0* 

which 
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which  you  afcribe  to  him.  Could  hq 
think,  that  the  Son  of  God  was  open  to 
the  flattery  of  an  infernal  fpirit  ?  This  flat- 
tery of  the  devil  does  alfo  ill  agree  with 
your  notion  of  his  having  a  mind  to  try 
what  numbers  could  effect.  You  fay, 
^he  devil  Jlrained  all  his  powers,  fununoned 
his  forces  together, — in  order  to  difpuie  the 
foJJ'eJJion  of  this  JiJigle  perfon^ ,  Never  thelefs, 
he  neither  made  any  reiiflauce;  nor  could, 
according  to  your  account  of  him,  have 
any  thought  of  doing  it.  For  you  tell  us^, 
he  knew  it  was  to  no  purpofe  to  make  anv 
attempts  upon  the  Savi-our  of  the  world, 
baviiig  been  fo  lately  foiled  by  him  in  the 
wlldernefs.  In  a  word,  his  impelHng  the 
man  to  run  to  Chrift,  is  very  abfurd  j  for 
hereby  he  himfelf  knowingly  riiflied  into 
the  preience  of  his  judge  and  avenger, 
whofe  difpleafure,  you  acknowlege,  he  had 
incurred  %  and  whofe  power,  he  knew, 
it  would  be  in  vain  for  him  to  refift^ 

4.  By  the  deep,  which  the  demons  be- 
fought  Jefus  that  he  would  not  command 

"  Appendix,  p.  318,  319.         \  Inq.  p.  22,  &  p.  17, 
ib'.    "  'Inq.  p.  18.  "  Jb.  p  22. 

them 
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them  to  go  out  into,  you  tell  u5%  you  are 
inclined  to  think,  that  they  meant  the  fea  or 
lake  of  Gennefareth  adjoining ;    into   which 
they  hadfome  apprehenjions  of  being  fentenced. 
Here  it  is  natural  to  afk,  had  the  demons 
(whom   you   coniider  as  bodilefs^  dLXid.  fpi- 
ritual  beings)  any  fear  of  being  drowned  ? 
Or,  had  they  only  (that  fymptom  of  one 
fpecies  of  infanity  in  human  beings)  a  hy- 
drophobia, or  dread  of  water  ?    Or,  fince 
you  tell  us  they  love  ordure,  did  they  fear 
being  fentenced  into  the  water,  on  account 
of  it's  cleanfmg  quality  ?  Laftly,  fince  they 
had  fuch  a  dread  of  water,    (to  whatever 
caufe  you  afcribe  it)  why  did  they,  after 
they   had   entered   the  fwine,    precipitate 
themfelves  into  that  very  fea,  which  they 
earneilly  wiihed  and  prayed  to  avoid  ^  ?  So 

far 

«  Inq,  p.  27.  f  lb.  p.  203. 

§  To  remove  this  difficulty,  you  allege,  that  the. 
drowning  of  the  fwine  was  contrary  to  the  intentions  of  the 
unclean  fpirits^  to  whom  it  is  not  afcrihed ;  hut  that  it 
'proceeded  from  the  rage^  which  the  poffejfton  naturally  pro- 
duced in  the?n,  Inq.  p.  29,  30.  But,  on  your  prin- 
ciples, the  demons  did  certainly  bring  on  themfelves 
the  evil  they- deprecated  ^  for  the  fwine  had  no  infanity, 

but 
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far  am  I  from  being  able  to  difcovef  any 
marks  of  fuperior  intelligence  in  the  lan- 
guage and  condudl  you  afcribe  to  youf 
devils,  that  I  am  inclined  on  this  occafion 
to  adopt  your  language^  on  another, '  with 
fome  variation*  Search  Bedlam,  and  in- 
quire of  all  the  faculty  there y  ^whether  they 
ever  knew ^  or  heard  of  any  man,  however 
foolijh  or  mad,  that  could  be  paralleled  in 
point  of  folly  and  madnefsy  with  the  devil  5 
if  your  account  of  him  be  juft. 

5.  One  thing  more  I  muft  take  notice 
of,  viz.  **  Your  faying  that  the  hiftory  of 
the  Gadarene  demoniac  opens fuch  difcoveries 
into  the  world  offpiritSy  as  are  7iot  ^to  be  met 

but  what  was  folely  effeBed  by  the  devils  that  pjjejfed 
them  j  agreeably  to  the  account  you  give  of  the  men? 
p.  41.  Could  you  avoid  this  difficulty,  your  prin- 
ciples would  lead  you  into  a  greater.  For  if  2,  few 
demons  in  each  of  the  fwine  naturally  produced  fuch  a 
degree  of  rage,  as  the  demons  themfelves  could  not 
controul  ;  furely,  a  whole  legion  of  them  muft  w^/z/'^?//^ 
produce  an  inconceivably  greater  and  more  uncon- 
troulable  degree  of  rage.  Confequently,  the  demoniac 
in  whom  the  legion  was,  did  not  fpeak  and  ac^  under 
the  influence  of  the  devils,  but  of  that  madnefs,  whicli 
was  the  natural  eiFetSl  of  diabolical  pofTeffion. 

*with 
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hvith  elfewhere  in  holy  moriv.  But  thefe 
difcoveries,  according  to  your  account  of 
them'',  were  made  by  the  devil,  when  he 
faid.  My  name  is  legion ;  and  our  Saviour 
had  no  other  concern  in  them,  than  barely 
afking  the  devil  his  name,  The  extraor^ 
dinary  revelation^  (as  you  call  it)  concern- 
ing the  number  of  our  fpiritual  enemies, 
was  contained  in  the  anfwer.  Have  yoii 
not  read,  that  the  devil  was  a  liar  from  the 
beginning  ?  Do  not  you  yourfclf,  when  you 
want  to  difcredit  any  opinion,  tell  the 
world,  that  the  author  of  it  is  the  father  of 
lies  "^  ?  Neverthelefs,  when  you  like  the  opi- 
nion which  he  is  fuppofed  to  teach,  then 
the  fame  father  of  lies  becomes  a  teacher  of 
truth,  and  we  are  required  t;o  receive 
dod:rines  upon  his  teftimony". 

Indeed^ 

i  lb.  p.  32.  ^  lb.  p.  24,  25. 

^  Inq.  p.  25.  *"  See  above,  p.  85. 

^  P.  334.  What  was  rnerely  the  language  of  the  demo- 
niacs, you  often  fpeak  c*  as  the  confeiuon  and  teftimony 
of  the  devil  :  (Inq.  p.  25,  i02,  1135  iid^^  ii(i.  279.) 
And  you  think  //  ftray-ge^  that  men  in  thefc  days  Jhould have 
the  hardinefs  to  cavil  at  difpojfefftons^  zvhich  vjere  attejled 
hy  the  devih  themjelves^  p.  116.     You  here  both  mifin- 

terpret 
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Indeed,  Sir,  the  more  I  examine  rh(§ 
hiftory  of  the  Gadarene  demoniac,  the 
more  clearly  do  I  difcern  the  abfurdity  of 
the  popular  explication  of  it ;  and  the 
more  difpofed  do  I  becom.e  to  have  re- 
courfe  to  that  given  in  the  Biffay^  v^hich 
may  eafily  be  cleared  from  your  objedlions^ 
The  very  circumftances  in  this  hiftory  that 

you 

ferpret  the  fa(3:,  and  appeal  to  the  authority  of  a  perfon, 
that  neither  bore  his  teftimony,  nor  deferves  any  credit. 
Nor  are  you  very  con fiftent  with  yourfelf  in  reprefenting 
the  devil  fometimes  as  atttHing  difpoiTeiiions,  and  fome- 
ticnes  as  endeavouring  to  perfuade  men,  that  there  never 
were  any  real  pofieffions ;  Inq.  p.  213,  301,  316,  327. 
You  feem  to  think,  that  evil  fpirits  v^cre  moved  to  bear 
their  teftimony  to  God's  meflengers,  p.  102;  and  that 
their  confeffions  were  extorted  from  them,  p.  113.  But 
neither  Chrift  nor  his  apoftles  would  ever  accept  what 
you  call  their  teftimony  ^  and  therefore  they  could  not 
be  conftrained  by  God  to  bear  it  3    as  is  fhewn,  EiTay, 

p.  248,  249. 

•  You  think  that  Chrift's  anfwer  to  the  demoniac, 
go^  im^Yitd  no  inovt  t\\^n  per mljftoii :  (Inq,  p.  28.)  It 
was  a  word  that  exprcfted  Chrift's  fovereign  command, 
and  therefore  attended  with  efficacy.  I  will  tranfcribe 
Beza's  note  on  Mat.  viii.  31.  Per7nitte  nobis  ah'irs^ 
\'n\'V£%\ov  ri^Kiv  KTriABuv  Vulg.  mitts  noSi  i.  7rs/.c%}/oy  v.^oic,  ut 
etiam  apud  Marcum  fcribitur.  Ridiculi  funt  igitur 
qui  permiflioneiu  VQiuntati  opponiuit.     That  there  was 

no 
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you  and  other  learned  writers  urge  as 
proofs  of  pofTeffion,  are  mentioned  in  the 
New  Teftament  as  illuftrations  and  evi- 
dences of  the  higheft  degrees  of  infanity. 

You  urge  with  peculiar  triumph  the  cafe 
of  Simon  Magus  as  a  proof  of  poffeflion^ 
The  account  given  of  him  in  Scripture '^  is, 
that  he  pradifed  the  arts  oi  for  eery  ^    and 

no  agency  of  evil  fpirits  on  this  occafion,  and  that 
the  deftru6lion  of  the  fwine  was  calculated  to  corre(5l 
the  falfe  notions  entertained  of  demons,  was  fhewn,, 
EiTay,  p.  299 — 303.  But  you  are  offended,  that  the 
fwine  grew  mad,  juft  when  the  demons  are  faid  to 
enter  them,  Inq.  p.  36,  37.  The  entrance  of  demons 
was  the  very  defcription  of  their  becoming  mad.  You 
would  have  had  our  Saviour  drop  a  hlnt^  that  might 
contribute  to  the  cure  of  the  fuperflitious  notions  of 
demoniacal  pofleiHons  ;  Inq.  p.  39.  Would  the  Ga- 
darenes  have  taken  the  hint  ?  fee  EfTay,  p.  373,  note  C'), 
You  fay,  do  you  not  know^  that  common  ynachnen  are  ob- 
fsrved  to  frequent  fohtary  and  unclean  places^  though  they 
are  fit  habitations  for  unclean  fpirits  -,  Inq.  p.  43.  De- 
moniacs fancied  themfelves  to  be  poflefled  by  fuch 
fpirits,  and  a^ted  accordingly  ;  fee  EfTay,  p.  loi, 
note  (0'  Lailly,  you  object  to  Chrift's  holding  a 
cohverfation  with  a  madman  5  Inq^  p.  39.  An  ob- 
vious reafon  for  this  was  afligned  5  EfTay,  p.  269.  But 
what  good  reafon  can  be  given  for  Ghrift's  holding  a 
ccviverfation  with  6666  devils  ? 
,   P  Inq.  p.  100,  loi.  "-  A6t.  viii.  9,  13. 

O  ajlonipded 
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ejlonijhed  (not,  bewitched'^  the  people  of  Sa-> 
maria ;  but  that  he  himfelf  was  aftonijhed^ 
beholding  the  (genuine)  mh^acles  done  by 
Philip,  thofe  in  particular  wrought  upon 
demoniacs.  That  he  was  convej'fant  with 
evUfpirits,  is  afSrmed  by  you,  but  not  by 
the  hiftorian.  And  even  had  he  been  con- 
verfant  with  fpirits,  it  was  not  with  thofe 
to  whom  alone  you  refer  pofTefiions.  You 
yourfelf  tell  us%  **  that  Simon  Magus  pre- 
tended to  fetch  up  the  fouls  of  the  prophets 
from  the  lower  regions  ;  and  of  children 
who  had  been  flain,  to  affift  him  in  ma- 
gical arts."  You  affirm  ^  again  ft  all  rea- 
fon,  that  Simon  faw  evil  fpirits  forced 
out  of  the  bodies  of  men,  in  a  publick 
manner.  For  their  expullibn  is  not  an 
object  of  fight,  and  can  not,  therefore,  be 
conlidered  as  a  publick  event.  If  the  dif- 
poffeilions  of  demons  are  included  in  the 
miracles  which  Simon  beheW\  the  hiftorian, 

'  e^irc:To  is  rendered,  A£t.  viii.  13.  he  wondered-,  and 
•l|»rwv  in  the  gth  verfs  ought  to  have  been  rendered  in 
a  fenfe  confoimable  thereto.  See  Schmidius  on  the 
place,  dad  Diftert.  on  MiracieSj  p.  274,  note. 

*  Inqc  p.  210.         ^  lb.  p.  lOi.  "  A^,  viii.  13. 

by 

\ 


(     195     ) 

by  difpoffeflions,  muft  intend  fafils  that 
were  vijible,  that  is,  the  inftantaneous  and 
perfeft  cures  of  perfons  defcribed  as  being 
polTefled. 

I  have  now  examined  all  your  arguments 
in  favour  of  real  polTeffions,  drawn  from 
the  hiftory  of  the  New  Teftament  de- 
moniacs''.  To  many,  without  doubt,  it 
muft  feem  very  unnecelTary,  to  have  exa- 
mined fo  diftindtly  every  minute  particular. 
But  you.  Sir,  and  others  perhaps,  will  not 
make  this  objeftion  ;  for  an  author  never 
oifers  any  thing  in  fupport  of  his  argument, 
which  he  does  not  think  of  importance  5 

*  I  forgot  to  take  notice  fooner,  that  you  think  (Inq. 
p.  14.)  Luke's  faying,  that  the  demoniac  in  thefynagogue 
at  Capernaum  had  2^  fprit  of  an  unclean  devil  (demon)  is 
much  ftronger  than  the  expreffion  in  Mark,  who  only  fays, 
he  had  an  unclean  fpirit  -^  (Luke  iv.  33.  Mark  i.  23.) 
and  more  cogently  evinces  the  reality  of  the  pojfeffion. 
It  requires  more  fagacity  than  I  can  claim,  to  difcern 
the  force  of  this  reafoning.  But  if  you  will  confult 
Mills  and  Wetftein  on  Luke  iv.  33.  you  will  find  that 
the  true  reading  in  this  evangelift  is,  an  unclean  demon. 
So  that  your  curious  criticifm  falls  to  the  ground. 
Compare,  however,  A£l.  xvi.  16,  Rev.  xvi.  14.  & 
Inq.  p.  1S9. 
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and  what  to  fotne  appears  tdo  trifling  to 

be  anfwered,  others  imagine  to  be  unan- 

fwerable,  and  for  that  reafon  to  be  pafled 

over. 

Beiides  your  arguments  from  the  hiftory 

of  the  demoniacs  of  the  New  Teftament, 

you  have  produced  others  from  different 

topics  :    which,  together  with  fome  other 

particulars,  will  be  the  fubjed  of  the  con« 

eluding  letter. 

I  am. 
Reverend  Sir^ 
'  Your's,  &c. 


LETTER 
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LETTER      VI. 


Reverend  Sir, 

BEING  unwilling  to  leave  any  thing  un^ 
noticed,  upon  which  you  appear  to 
Jay  any  ftrefs,  I  fhall  trouble  you  with  one 
letter  more,  in  which  I  fhall  confider  fome 
particulars  which  could  not  be  properly  in- 
troduced fooner.  They  refpeft  the  evi- 
dence for  or  agalnft  demoniacal  pofTeffion, 
from  reafon,  from  experience,  from  tra- 
dition, and  from  revelation. 

I.  With  regard  to  natural  reason,  you 
do  not  undertake  to  produce  from  thence 
any  proofs  of  demoniacal  pofTeffion.  On 
the  contrary,  you  allow,  *'  that  the  light 
of  .nature  difcovers  not  the  exiftence  of 
fallen  angels^/*  and  maintain,  that  ^*  they 
are  beings  too  fubtil  for  the  eye  of  reafon 

3  Appendix  to  Inq.  p.  327. 
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to  have  any  difcernment  of^>"  that  the 
reality  of  pofleffions  **  i&  quite  out  of  the 
province  of  reafon,  and  no  more  an  objedt 
of  it,  than  mufick  is  to  the  deaf;  and'* 
(what  is  truly  lamentable  !)  *^  that  our 
reafon,  in  it's  moft  improved  ftate, — hardly 
fees  the  things  before  it\" 

It  is  not  very  difficult  to  guefs,   what 
made  you  fo  forward  to  abufe  reafon,  if  the 
bbfervation  of  an  eminent  prelate  be  juft, 
*^  that  noiiian  is  againft  reafon,  till  he  finds 
that  reafori  is  againft  him/'     Several  ob- 
jeftions  from  reafon  againft  your  hypothefis 
were  urged   in  the  EfTay*^;  to  which  you 
return  the  following  anfwer,    *^  It  is  no 
fio-a  of  a  good  caufe^  that  men  fly  from  re- 
velation, and  appeal  to  reafon,  which  is  fo 
poor  0  judge  of  the  matter\"'     Pray,   Sir, 
does  every  one  who  appeals  to  reafon,  fly 
from  revelation  ?    Do  not  you  appeal  to 
reafon,  when  you  reprefent  the  notion  of 
human    fpirits   having    power    to   poflTefs 
rhankind,   as  being  contrary  to  all  rational 
md  natural  principles^ '?  Neverthelefs,  na- 

b  Inq.  p.  162.  "  P.  142.  ^  P-  150—172. 

e  Inq,  p.  143.  ^  P*  17^* 
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tural  reafon  leaves  us  as  Ignorant  of  the 
powers  of  the  human  foul  in  a  ftate  of 
feparation  from  the  body,  as  it  does  of  the 
powers  of  fallen  angels. 

The  fubjeft  of  poiTcffions  is  not  fo  en- 
tirely out  of  tke  province  of  reafon  ^  as  you 
faw  fit  to  reprefent  it.      For,    though  ^it 
leaves   us  ignorant  of  the  world  of  fp'ritSj 
it  brings  us  acquainted  with  the  materia! 
fvftem,  and  the  laws   by  which  it  is  go- 
verned ;  particularly  with  thofe  laws  Vv  hich 
God  has  impofed  upon  the  hu^ii.in  fyftem. 
Reafon  fhews,  that  thefe  laws  are  as  fteady 
and  invariable,   as  thofe  of  any  other  part 
of  nature  ;    and  confequently  are  not  im- 
peded or  controuled  in  their  operation  by 
the  agency  of  evil  fpirits,   in  the  manner 
your  doftrine  fuppofes.    Your  doctrine  can 
never  be  reconciled  with  that  fixed  order 
of    caufes    and    efFe6ls,     which    prevails 
throughout  the  univerfe.     It  is  alfo  charge- 
able with  this  farther  contradidion  to  na- 
tural  reafon,    that  it  fuppofes  the  human 
fyftem  to  be  governed  by  different  laws  in 
different   ages ;    which   there  is   no  more 
l-eafon  to  believe,  than  there  is  to  believe 

O  4  the 
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the  fame  concerning  the  fun,  and  moon^ 
and  all  the  hoft  of  heaven,     Thofe  ma- 
niacal and  epileptic  fymptoms,  which,  in 
times  of  ignorance  and  fuperftition,  were 
afcribed  to  demoniacal  poffeffion,  are  com- 
mon in  all  ages ;  and  yet  are  not,  in  thi^ 
inlightened  age^,  referred  to  the  fame  caufe; 
no,  net  even  by  Dr.  Worthington^.     Can 
you  ferioufly   perfuade  yourfelf,    that  the 
very  fame  effeds  proceed  in  one  age  from 
lupcrnatural,  and  in  another  from  natural, 
caufes  ;  according  as  men  are  funk  in  bar- 
bariiin  or  emerge  from  it  ?    Mpn  rnay  be 
more  or  lefs  acquainted  with  the  laws  of 
nature,  in  different  periods  of  time ;    but 
the  fupreme  legiilator  and  governor  of  the 
univerfe   is   without  any  variablenefs,    oif 
iliadow  of  turning. 

...^Should  you  ever  come  to  be  better  re- 
conciled to  reafon,  than  you  appear  to  be 
at  prefent,  I  would  beg  you  to  weigh  th^ 
force  of  the  various  arguments  from  reafon^, 
fuggefle4  in  the  Effay,  againft  the  reality 

5  You,  Sir,  (in  Inq.  p.  213,  337,  338.)  admit,  that 
in  theie  days,  we  fee  no  certain  inftances  of  poflelfion. 
^'  Eflay,  ch.  i.  fe£l.  9. 

of 


{       2QI        ) 

gf  pofleflions.     I  fhall  here  take  notice  of 
gne  of  thofe  arguments,  becaufe  the  force 
of  it  feems  to  be,  in  fome  degree,  admitted 
by  yourfelf.   It  was  ihewn',  that  thofe  dif- 
orders  of  the  underftanding  formerly  im- 
puted to  poiTsffion,  the  very  alledged  lymp- 
toms  and  proofs  of  it,  proceed  from  phyfical 
caufes.     Amongft  thefe  caufes,  violence  of 
paffion  was  particularly  fpecified  in  the  Ef- 
iay^.    Now,  you  cite,  with  approbation^,  an 
author,  who  fays,  *^  that  thefe  diforders  of 
reafon  (that  is,  fuch  as  he  calls  the  eifeds 
of  an  unnatural  occupation  by  fpirits)   ap- 
pear af'Ur  grief,  love,  or  fome  great  difap- 
pointment,    /jave    difcompofed   the    bj^ain^^'' 
Here  it  is  very  natural  to  aflc,  and  I  hope. 
Sir,  you  will  excufe  the  liberty  I  take'ii^^ 
afking  you.  What  pccafion  is  there  to  have 
recourfe    to   an    jannatur^l   occupation   of 
fpirits,  in  order  to  account  for  the  diforders 
of  reafon,  when  love,  grief,  and  great  difr 
appointments  have  difcompofed  the  brain  ? 
Jf  it  be  allowed,  that  the  diforders  of  reafon 
Jucceed  thefe  paffions  and  great  difappoint^ 

i  EiTay,  p.  159,  et  feq.  ^  P.,i6o. 

^  Inquiry,  p.  272,  273. 

ments. 
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ments,  is  It  not  natural  to  fuppofe,  that 
the  former  were  caufed  by  the  latter  ?  We 
czn  never  prove  that  there  is  any  relation 
between  caufe  and  t^^d:,  if  efFefts  which 
uniformly  fucceed  the  operation  of  certain 
caufes,  are  not  produced  by  them^  Nor 
are  we  ever  to  admit  more  caufes  of  things 
tlian  ars  neceffary  to  explain  the  pheno-^ 
mena.  However  you  may  dread  being 
brought  before  the  bar  of  reafon,  you 
venture  nevefthelefs  to  appeal, 

II.  To  Experience.  On  this  you  af- 
fifmj  the  demoriology  of  the  ancient 
M^athens  and  Jews  was,  in  part,  grounded"". 
And  you  ftrenuoufly  contend,  that  the 
notion  of  pojfejjions  in  general  could  not  have 
fprtiHg  from  any  other  fource  than  that  of 
feality''. 

Pray,  Sir,  confider  what  it  was  the 
Heathens  and  Jews  experienced,  in  the 
cafe  af  fuppofed  poffeffions.  They  ex-^ 
perienced  in  themfelves,  or  obferved  iv\ 
others,  maniacal  and  epileptic  fymptoms. 
From  whatever  caufe  thefe  fymptoms  pro- 

«»  Append.  *o  Inq.  p.  327.     Inq.  p.  79,  80. 
"  Inq.  p.  34,  35,  312, 

ceeded. 
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ceeded,    their  obfervation  and  experience 
did  not  carry  them  beyond  the  fymptoms 
themfelves.     It  was  from  thefe  alone,  that 
the  ancients  concluded^  that  thofe  afFefted 
with  them  were  poffeired.  Poffeffion,  there- 
fore, is  not  a  matter,  that  they  could  judge 
of  by  their  experience.     Their  opinion  of 
it's  reality  was  a  conclufion  of  their  reafon^ 
that  very  reafon  which  you  decry  as  a  poor 
judge  of  thefe  matters,  or  rather  as  no  judge 
at  all,  and  which  is  fo  blind  as  hardly  to 
fee  the  things  before  it.    In  your  reafonings 
on  this  fubjedl,    you  are  chargeable  with 
the    fophifm,     which   logicians   call,     the 
ajjignation  of  a  falfe  caufe.      Every  thing 
urged  by  you  or  others,  in  order  to  fliew, 
that  if  wicked  fpirits  had  never  given  any 
proof  of  their  power,  the  belief  of  it  could 
not  have    prevailed    fo    generally   in   the 
world,    has  no  other  foundation  than  this 
deceitful  argument.     The  opinion  or  belief 
in  queftion  was,  it  may  be  allowed,  found- 
ed  in  fafts;    but   in  fafts  that  were    at- 
tributed to  a  wrong  caufe. 

If  you  afk,    **  How  can  we  account  for 
the  prevalence  of  the  notion  of  demoniacal 

poffeffions. 
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pofTffions,  if  it  had  not  been  founded  In 
truth  °?"    I  anfwer,  - 

Firft,  That  the  mere  prevalence  of 
an  opinion,  though  we  fhould  not  be  able 
to  account  for  it,  creates  no  proof,  nor 
even  prefumption,  of  it's  truth  ^  as  all 
thofe  muft  allow,  who  confider  what  ab-^ 
furditie?  in  point  of  fpeculation,  and  what 
ill-grounded  relations  with  refpect  to  mat- 
ters of  fad:,  have  compofed  the  creed  of 
the  world.  Had  the  Heathens  adbed  ra^ 
rtionally,    the  rea,lity  of  poiTeflions  might 

«  You,  Sir,  of  all  men  living,  fhould  be  the  lafl'to 

propofe  luch  a  queftion  as  this.     For  you  maintain, 

^hatthe  devil  infufes  into  the  minds  of  men  a  perfuafion, 

^tbat  fome  Jiuman  fpirlts   poflefs  mankind  ;    Inquiry, 

p.  2065  2.09.   (cite4  above,  p.  85.)    Now,  if  the  devil 

.infufes  this  perfuafion  into  the  minds  of  men,  w^hy  may 

he  not  alfo  infufe  a  belief  of  the  reality  of  pofTeffions, 

hovi^ever  gfoundlefs  it  may  be  ?     Indeed  the  latter  is 

manifeftly  Included  in  the  former.     You,  therefore, 

have  acGounted  for  the  belief  of  pofTeffions,  w^ithout 

fuppofing  It  to  be  founded  in  experience.     And  to  me 

it  feems  lefs  unlikely,    that  the  devil  fhould  Infufe  a 

belief  of  the  reality  of  pofTeffions,  (in  cafe  they  had  been 

afcribed  to  him)  than  that  he  fhould  perfuade  men  (as 

..you  fuppofe  he  does,    Inq.  p.  213.)    to  believe  there 

wver  ivere  any  real  pojfejjtons  at  all ;  and  thereby  leflen 

*'  m^A's'  ideaof  hh  ijwn  power. 

\  have 
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have  been  inferred  from  their  general  belief 
of  it.     But  in  this,  as  in  a  thoufand  other 
inftances,    they  became  njain   in  their  ima- 
ginations^  and  their  foolip  hearts  were  dark- 
enedK      If  no  opinion  could   ever  obtain 
amongft  mankind,   but  v^hat  was  founded 
in   truth,    how  could  error  and  delufion 
take  place  in  the  world  ?  How  came  that 
very  opinion  which  you  treat  as  abfurd  and 
monftrous,    (viz.    that  poffeffing   demons 
were  human  fouls)    to  prevail  amongft  the 
vulgar  Heathens    and   Chriftians,    which 
you  admit  it  did'^  ? 

Secondly,  It  is  not  altogether  impoffible 
to  account,   in  fome  degree,  at  leaft,    for 
the  rife  and  fprcad  of  demoniacal  pofleffions 
amongft  the  Heatiiens,  from  whom  it  was 
propagated  amongft  the  Jews.     The  Hea- 
thens deified  every  part  of  nature,  and  fup^ 
pofed  every  event  of  life  to  be  under  the 
diredion  of  it's  peculiar  prefiding  divinity. 
Their  difeafes,  in  particular,  they  referred 
to  the  agency  of  their  gods.     The  fymp- 
toms  •'of  maniacs  and  epileptics  feemed  to 
them  to  argue,  not  only  fome  interpofition, 

?  Rom.  i.  21,  9  Inquiry,  p.  206. 

but 
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but  the  immediate  prefence  of  a  deity,  fuf- 
pending  the  exercife  of  their  underftand- 
ings,    aduating  their  bodily  organs,    and 
urging  them  to  a  condud:  injurious  both  to 
themfelves  and  others.      Thefe  fuppofed 
efFedls  of  their  power  being  evil  and  mif- 
chievous,    were  afcribed  to  a  malevolent 
caufe.     For  the  Heathens  thought,    that 
from  a  being  perfedly  good,  nothing  but 
good  could  proceed  5   and  that  the  evils  in 
the  world  proceed  from   gods  effentially 
evil.      Amongft  their  gods,    they  ranked 
the  fouls  of  departed  men.     Thefe  gods, 
they  imagined,  were  more  likely  than  any 
others,    to   intereft  themfelves   in  human 
affairs  y  and  were  difpofed  to  do  mankind 
either  good  or  harm,   according  to   their 
refpedtive  charafters.    To  whom  then  were" 
they  fo  likely  to  afcribe  poffeffions,  as  to 
the  fpirits  of  wicked  men  ?  They  believed 
thefe  fpirits  to  be  capable  of  aftuating  the 
human  fyftem  5  and  the  very  belief  of  their 
power  prepared  them   to  expe6t  the  dif- 
plays  of  it.    They  were  likewife  of  opinion, 
that  wicked  men  carried  with  them  thofe 
malignant  paffions  into  the  other  world, 

which 
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which  made  them  delight  In  the  mifery  of 
their  felloW-creatures  here.  Hence  it  pro- 
bably came  to  pafs,  that  maniacal  diforders 
were  afcribed  to  the  poJiTeffion  of  fuch  de- 
mons as  were  of  human  extra6l.  Recoiled:, 
Sir,  the  v/eaknefs  of  man's  reafon,  the 
ftrength  of  his  paffions,  the  creative  power 
of  his  imagination,  (which  perpetually 
miftakes  phantoms  for  realities')  together 
with  the  debafing  and  inllaving  influence  of 
fuperftition,  and  the  numerous  artifices  of 
pagan  politicians  and  priefts  to  impofe 
upon  the  credulity  of  the  people;  and  you 
will  fcarce  wonder  at  the  prevailing  belief 
of  the  power  of  evil  human  fpirits ;  the 
proofs  of  which  few  had  the  abih'ty  to 
deteft,  or  the  inclination  to  examine,  or 
fo  much  as  the  courage  to  fufped:. 

Notwithftanding  the  ftrefs  you  fome- 
times  lay  upon  the  experience,  which,  in 
your  opinion,  mankind  had  of  diabolical 
polTellions,  yer  you  feem  to  have  diftrufted 

»■  At  enim  Pythagoricos  mirari  oppido  foHtos,  fi  quis 
fe  negaret  unquam  vidilTe  daemonem,  fatis,  ut  reor, 
idoneus  audlor  eft  Ariftotelcs.  Apukius  in  Apol.  So- 
cratis. 

the 
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fhe  force  ol"  this  argument,  when  you  faicl, 
that  demons   are  too  ftibtil  for  the  eye  of 
reaforiy  to  have  any  dfcernment  of  though 

fomewhat  afjifled  perhaps  by  a  'wretched  expe- 
rience of  their  malignity^ .   Accordingly,  you 
look  out  for  a  new  auxiliary,  and  that  is, 
III.  Tradition.     You  allow,   "  that 

*the  notion  of  demoniacal  poiTeffions  had 
long  obtained  before  our  Saviour's  time^;" 
*^  that  it  was  not  peculiar  to  the  Jews,-  nor 
particularly  grounded  upon  the  jewifh 
Scriptures";  and  that  it  had  overfpread 
the  gentile  w^orld^.''  In  order  to  account 
for  the  prevalence  of  this  notion,  you  tell 
us,  **  tliat  the  demonology  of  the  ancient 
Heathens  was  grounded,  partly,  upon  tra- 
dition, derived  from  the  fall^;  and  that 
'*  the  bell  notions  which  they  had  of  evil 
fpirits,  were  drawn  from  the  jev^dfh  Scrip-- 
tures,  and  thofe  notions  much  corrupted\" 

«  Inq.  p.  162.  "Td.  p.  139. 

^  p,  79.  y  p.  80,  314. 

2  Appendix  to  Inquiry,  p.  327.  In  another  place 
(Inq.  p.  153.)  you  fay,  ''  The  tradition  concerning 
an  evil  principle  undoubtedly  oiiginated  from  him,'* 
the  devil. 

a  p.  329. 

I  fhould 
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I  fliould  not  have  taken  notice  of  ttiefe 
aflertions,  which  are  fcarce  confiflent  with 
one  another,  and  totally  deflitute  of  proof, 
had  not  many  learned  writers,  as  well  an- 
cient as  modern,  maintained  that  the  Hea- 
thens derived  their  notion  of  rebellious 
angels  from  the  tradition  of  fome  original 
revelation,  or  from  the  jewifh  Scriptures. 
We  are  told,  that  Plato  learned  from  the 
Egyptian  myjieries,  that  God  had  formerly 
thrown  many  bad  fpirits  from  heaven,  who, 
ever  JincCy  had  been  the  enemies  of  7nankind : 
that  the  Pythagorean  defcription  of  the  fall 
of  thefe  fpirits  refembles  that  of  Scripture  : 
that  Pherecydes  Syrus  fpeaks  offuch  a  fall  of 
demons  or  fpirits  ;  and  that  Ophioneus  was 
the  chief  of  that  army,  which  rebelled  againji 
the  fupreme  being^.  A  learned  modern''  af- 
firms, *'  that  the  giants  attempting  to  fcale 
heaven,  is  probably  the  fcripture  doftrine 
of  fa  tan's  rebellion  mythologized*^/*  Plu- 
tarch 

b  Marfillus  Ficinus,  cited  by  Crito,  v.  i.  p.  235. 

«  The  author  of  Crito,  p.  265.  See  alfo,  p.  232, 
240. 

**  Eufebius,  (Praepar'  Ev.  1.  v.  c.  iv,  p.  1H6.)  and 
aiany  others  maintaiia,  that  the  hiftory  of  the  giants  in 
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tarch*  compares  perfons  in  debt  to  tliofe 
demons  of  Empedocles,    which,  he  fays, 
were  driven  by  the  anger  of  the  gods,  and 
fell  from  heaven ;  than  which,  fome  think, 
we  can  not  wifh  for  a  clearer  defcription  of 
the  devil  and  his  angels.     Nor  is  the  great 
Dr.  Cudworth*"  fingular  in  fuppofing,  that 
Titan's  being  caft  from  heaven,  was  nothing 
elfe,  but  the  fall  of  angels  poetically  mytho- 
logized.     Thefe  eminent  writers  fpeak  the 
general  fentiments  of  Chriflians  in  all  ages. 
Many  of  the  early  converts  to  the  Gofpel 
had  a  ftrong  relifh  of  the  legends  of  pa- 
ganifm,   and  endeavoured   to  perfuade  the 
Heathens,  that  the  ground  of  them  was 
explained  in  Scripture.    Succeeding  writers 
have  been  mifled  by  their  too  great  de- 
ference to  the  opinion  of  the  ancient  Fa- 
thers. 

Though  I  feel  the  weight  of  thefe  great 
authorities,  I  fhall,  from  a  iincere  defire  of 

the  book  of  Genefis,  gave  occafion  to  the  fables  of  the 
Heathens  concerning  the  giants  fpoken  of  above* 

*    In    lib.    Ttl^i,   t5   jlAV?    ^iHv  ^a.Vi'\,^t(7^0(.% 

Hntelledlual  fyftem,  p.  817. 
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better  Information,  take  the  liberty  of  pro* 
pofing  the  following  queries  : 

1.  Is  it  reafonable^  to  fuppofe,  that  fa- 
perior  created  intelligences  fhould  enter  into 
a  formal  conteft  with  the  omnipotence  of 
their  creator,  in  the  manner  thefe  pagan 
hiftories  (literally  underftood)  imply  ?  I  do 
not  think  that  the  Heathens  confidered 
them  in  any  other  light,  than  as  fables  or 
allegories  ;  nor  can  I  difcover  any  good 
reafon  for  attempting  to  explain  them  as 
real  fad:s, 

2.  What  pofitive,  or  even  prefumptive, 
evidence  is  there  that  the  Heathens  bor- 
rowed their  fables  concerning  evil  fpirits 
from  the  jewifh  Scriptures  ?  In  the  New 
Teftament,  indeed,  repeated  reference  is 
made  to  angels  that  finned,  and  that  kept 
not  their  firft  ejlate  or  principality.  But  the 
Old  Tellament  contains  no  account  of  the 
fall  of  angels ;  much  lefs  does  it  reprefent 
them  as  fcaling  heaven,  and  being  thrown 
down  from  thence.  There  is  not  even 
the  moft  diftant  reference  or  allufion  to 

8  See  above,  p,  i86,  187, 
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fuch  an  event,  in  any  of  the  jewifh  pro-* 
phets^.  How  then  is  it  poffible,  that  the 
Heathens  fhould  borrow  from  their  writ- 
ings, opinions  which  they  do  not  contain  ? 
Not  to  add,  that  the  opinions  in  queftion 
prevailed  over  the  eaft'  from   the  earlieft 

^  You  do,  indeed,  fuppofe  (Appendix  to  Inquiry, 
p.  2b.Jy  228.)  that  there  is  fome  allufion  to  Satan's 
being  caft  down  oat  of  heaven,  in  If.  xiv.  12,  13,  14^ 
and  that  he  is  there  called  Lucifer ^  2.^^  fon  of  the  morn-^ 
ing.  But  when  you  had  not  an  hypothefis  to  ferve, 
your  good  fenfe  led  you  to  explain  the  prophet,  as  he 
had  been  univerfally  (I  believe)  explained,  till  the  time 
of  Athanafius.  You  fay  (Boyle's  Ledures,  v.  ii. 
p.  270,  271.)  Heaven  is  fometi?nes  iifed  fymbolically  for 
a  place ^  as  by  the  term^  it  muj}  he  meant  to  fignify,  of 
great  elevation  and  dignity  ;  but  yet  confined  to  this  earth 
he  low.  How  art  thou  fallen  from  heaven^  O  Lucifer,  fan 
of  the  morning  !  fays  the  prophet^  of  the  king  of  Babylon^ 
with  regard  to  his  being  dethroned  from  his  earthly  kingdom, 
(Compare  EiTay,  p.  334.)  Nay,  in  the  very  place, 
(Appendix  to  Inquiry,  p.  228.)  in  which  you  fay,  that 
Ifaiah  alludes  to  this  catajlrophe  (that  which  befel  the 
angels,  when  they  v/ere  caft  out  of  heaven),  you  ac- 
knov/lege  that  the  prophet's  thoughts  were  occupied  about 
other  matters.  Why  were  not  your  thoughts  occupied 
upon  the  fame  fubjecSts  as  the  prophet's  were.''  Why- 
do  you  avowedly  pervert  his  words  ? 

*  I  fay  this,  on  the  fuppofition  that  fome  degree  of 
credit  is  due  to  the  eaftern  hiftories.  See  Kolwcll's 
Trafts,  V.  iii.  p.  13,  et  feq* 
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ages,   long  before  the  publication  of  the 
jevviih  Scriptures. 

3.  Is  it  not  certain,  that  the  Jews  bor- 
rowed their  demonology  from  the  Heathens  ? 
Many  proofs  of  this  point  were  produced 
in  a  former  letter '^j  to  which  a  thoufand 
more  might  be  added.  The  evidence  of  it 
is  fo  glaring,  that  it  forced  from  you  a 
confeffion,  that  the  jewifh  do(flors  were, 
on  one  occalion,  obliged  to  the  heathen  de- 
monology \  If  you  fay,  that  the  demono- 
logy of  the  Heathens,  in  cafe  it  was  not 
borrowed  from  the  jewiih  Scriptures,  might 
be  grounded  upon  tradition,  derived  from 
the  fall  y  I  afk  once  more, 

4.  What  evidence  is  there  of  fuch  a 
tradition  ?  I  am  far  from  taking  upon  me 
to  fay,  that  there  was  not  an  early  re- 
velation of  the  rebellion  of  angels,  and 
their  expullion  from  heaven.  But  hitherto, 
this  point  has  been  afferted  only,  not  proved. 
If  you  look  into  the  heathen  records,  you 
will  find  no  tradition  of  any  original  re- 
velation with  refpedt  to  the  fubjedt  before 
us.     Uncertain  as  traditional  evidence  is, 

^  P.  43,  et  feq.  '  Inquiry,  p.  48. 
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yet  your  opinion  wants  even  this  fupport 
amongft  the  Fleathens.  Befides,  if  there  had 
been  fuch  a  revelation  as  that  you  fpeak 
of,  v^ould  it  not  have  been  very  furprizing, 
that  it  ihould  be  preferved  amongft  the 
idolatrous  Heathens,  and  not  noticed  at  all 
by  Mofes,  nor  by  any  of  the  fucceeding 
prophets ;  though  the  Ifraelites  v^ere  fepa- 
rated  from  the  reft  of  the  vi^orld,  with  the 
exprefs  intention  of  making  them  the  de- 
poiitaries  of  the  oracles  of  God  ?  Till  you 
can  fupport  v/hat  you  have  faid  on  the 
fubjecl  of  tradition  with  fome  degree  of 
evidence,  I  Ciail  be  in  danger  of  regarding 
it  as  a  mere  bypotheiis,  to  which  you  have 
recourfe  from  fome  imagined  convenience 
only.  After  all,  could  you  prove  what 
you  have  afierted,  concerning  the  fources 
from  whence  the  Heathens  derived  their 
demonology  ^  what  end  could  this  anfwer  ? 
It  would  neither  determine  whom  the  pof- 
fefllng  demo'is  were  reputed  to  be,  nor 
eilal/(fiih  t^ic  reality  ef  their  poffeffions. 

IV.  You  endeavour  to  fupport  your  doc- 
trine of  diabolical  polieflions,  by  argu- 
inents  drav^^n   from  revelation;    fuch 
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parts  of  it  as  have  not  hitherto  come  under 
confideration. 

I  confidered  this  fubjedl  in  the  Effay 
upon  the  foot  of  reafon,  as  well  as  re- 
velation ;  but  fo  far  am  I  from  flying  from 
the  lattery  as  you'"  mifreprefent  me,  that  I 
am  not  unwilling,  that  our  refpedtive 
opinions  fhould  be  tried  by  this  fingle  teft, 
and  to  abide  the  iffue. 

You  are  pleafed  to  affirm,  that  the  deny-- 
ing  of  diabolical  pojfejfions  flrtkes  at  the  whole 
(economy  of  revealed  religion^.  Confident  af« 
fertions,  unfupported  by  proof,  do  not  dc- 
ferve  a  refutation.  It  was  obferved  in  the 
Eflay%  that  poflefling  demons  being  the 
fouls  of  departed  men,  the  denying  their 
power  to  enter  and  torment  the  bodies  of 
the  living,  could  no  way  affed  the  doflrine 
of  fallen  angels,  nor  any  other  dodlrine 
that  might  be  grounded  upon  it.  The 
queftion  before  us  has  no  relation  to  any 
fpirits  but  thoft  of  human  extrad:.  And 
I  am  perfuaded  no  judicious  advocate  for 
the  power  of  the  devil  to  tempt  mankind 

"^  Inquiry,  p.  143.  n  lb.  p.  135. 

•  Eflay,  p.  146,  147. 
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to  fin,  will  reft  the  proof  of  it  on  paflages 
that  refer  to  a  fubjed:  totally  different,  the 
power  of  demons  or  heathen  deities  to  de- 
prive men  of  their  reafon.  The  objed:ion 
is  fo  very  wide  of  the  mark,  that  it  feems 
rather  defigned  to  inflame  the  prejudices, 
than  to  convince  the  judgment,  pf  your 
readers. 

You  farther  plead,  that  the  cajling  out 
devils  was  a  greater  and  move ^gnai  mirsiclcy 
than  t,be  healing  of  any  difeafe^.''  Were  we 
even  to  allow,  (what  you  can  never  prove  ^) 
that  the  former  requires  more  power  than 
the  latter ;  yet  inafmuch  as  the  bare  dif- 
poffeffion  of  a  fpiritual  being  is  not  an 
,obje£l  of  kn.iQy  it  can  not  carry  any  cour 
vidion  to  mankind  ,  much  lefs  equal  con- 
vidion  with  the  miraculous  cure  of  a 
difeafe'. 

When  you  mention  it  as  a  ftill  farther 
recommendation  of  difpoffeffions,  in  your 
view  of  them,  that  they  were  miracles  per- 
formed upon  the  fouls,  as  well  as  the  bodies 
of  men" 'y  you   forget  that  the  explication  of 

9  Inquiry,  p.  217.  q  See  Eflay,  p.  396,  397^ 

'  Effav,  397,  398.  *  Inq.  p.  220,  115. 
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them  which  you  rejedt,  lup,pofes  the  7nind 
as  well  as  the  corporeal  fyftem,  to  be  re- 
ftored  to  a  ftate  of  perfeft  fanity. 

You  fometlmes  plead*,  that  there  was 
(^  peculiar  propriety  in  the  miracle  performed 
upon   the  demoniacs,    according  to  your 
explication  of  it,  becaufe  Chrift  came  into 
the  world,  to  dejiroy  the  works  of  the  devil\ 
The  apoftle  John,  whofe  words  you  cite, 
refers  to  works   of  a  very  different  nature 
from   poffeffions ;    as   all  interpreters  are 
agreed,  and  is  evident  from  the  furrounding 
context.  The  immediately  foregoing  word^ 
are  thefe  :  He  that  committeth  fin^  is  of  the 
devil }  for  the  devil  fmieth  from  the  begin^ 
ning.     Your  argument  proceeds  upon  the 
falfe  fuppolition,  that  poffeffions  were  con- 
fidered  as  the  works  of  the  devil  3  and  that 
they  are  here  referred  to  by  the  apoftle.    Is 
there  not  an  obvious  difference  between  pof- 
feffion  and  temptation,  between  infanity  and 
wickednefs  ?  Are  they  not  conftantly  re- 
ferred  in  Scripture  to    different  authors ; 
poffeffion,  to  demons ;    and  fin  or  temp- 

}  Inquiry,  p.  175,  176.  "I  John  iii.  8. 
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tations,  to  the  devil  ?  A  farther  anfwer  to 
your  argument  is  returned  in  the  Effay''^ 
which  I  fhall  not  here  repeat. 

All    the    boafted    advantages    of    your 
fcheme  of  interpretation  with  refpeft  to 
difpoffeffions,  feem  to  me  to  be  imaginary. 
Nor  am  I  able  to  fuggeft  one  good  reafon, 
why  any  perfon  flipuld  wiih  your  inter- 
pretation to  be  true.      On   the  contrary, 
the  account  you  give  of  difpolTeffipns  can 
anfwer  no  other  end,  than  to  expofe  thefe 
miracles  to  contempt.     Your  demons  are 
fpirits  of  a  celeftial   origin,    and  yet  de- 
light in  blood  and  ordure  :    how  ihocking 
the  idea!  And,  what  is  infinitely  to  be  re- 
gretted, you  do,  in  effed:,  put  the  Saviour 
of  the  world  upon  a  level  with  thofe  pro- 
fane exorciils,  who  made  a  trade  of  going 
about,    and    perfuading   filly,  people   that 
they  could  call  out  demons,   without  giv- 
ing any  proper  proofs  of  their  having  this 

*  Efiay,  p.  386 — 396,  where  it  is  fhewn,  that  pof- 
feilions  furnifh  no  proof  of  the  power  of  any  evil  fpirits ; 
and  that  difpoiTeflions  furnifh  no  proof  of  ChrilVs 
power  over  any.  'J  here  could,  therefore,  be  no  pro-^ 
priety  in  the  miracle  in  qucftion,  according  to  your 
explication  of  it,  even  fuppofing  the  devil  to  be  the 
author  of  pofTefiions. 

ing 


(       219       ) 

power''.  What  proof  did  Chrift  give  (or 
could  he  give)  of  his  having  this  power, 
if,  as  you  pretend,  demoniacs  might 
have  no  dillemper  at  all ;  not  even  that 
which  was  judged  to  be  a  necefl'ary 
evidence  of  poffeffion  ?  I  mod  fmcerely 
acquit  you  of  all  profane  intention ;  but 
were  the  moft  profane  unbeliever  to  rack 
his  invention,  he  could  not  give  us  a  more 
ludicrous  and  abfurd  view  of  the  fubjed 
than  you  have  given. 

So  far  is  your  interpretation  of  poiTeffions 

from  promoting  the  credit  of  revelation, 

^that  it  is  injurious  to  it,    in  all  it's  moft 

effential    articles..      I  fhall   fpecify  a  few 

particulars  : 

I .  The  fundamental  principle  of  all  true 
religion  is,  that  the  world  is  under  the 
fole  government  of  God%  that  there  is  no 
other  inviiible  being  who  has  any  power  or 
dominion  over  the  courfe  of  nature;  and 

y  You   are   very  liberal,    v/hen   you   allow,     (Inq, 
p.  io6.)  that  the  jewifh  exorcifms  might,  in  the  age 
before  the  Gofpel,  be  attended  with  fuccefs.     Would 
God  fucceed  the  attempts  of  fuperftition,  avarice,  and 
impofture  ?      See  Effay,  p.  412,  in  the  note. 

^  EfTay,  p.  183,  and  Diflert.  on  Miracles,   ch.  iii, 
fea.  5.  .  -  ^  ' 
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that  evil  proceeds  from  the  fame  hand  that 
difpenfes  good.  This  is  the  uniform  doc- 
trine of  revelation.  And  if  v^e  examine 
the  conftitution  of  the  world,  we  fhall 
foon  perceive,  that  all  the  parts  of  it  are 
equally  the  eifefts  of  the  divine  operation  ; 
that  they  are,  with  the  niceft  fkill,  ad- 
jufted  to  each  other,  and  unite  in  carrying 
on  one  common  defign  :  and  confequently 
ihey  muft  all  have  one  and  the  fame  author. 
Here  is  a  folid  foundation  for  refignation, 
gratitude,  truft,  and  all  thofe  religious  af- 
feftions  included  in  piety  towards  God. 
You,  Sir,  on  the  other  hand,  maintain^ 
that  good  and  evil  have  different  authors. 
For  you  fay  in  exprefs  terms,  that  as  Go4 
is  the  author  of  all  goody  fo  the  devil  is  the 
author  of  all  evil"" ;  and  that  he  is  jujlly  to  be 
reckoned  the  evil  principle^.  You  likewife 
aflert,  that  God  fometimes  gives  the  devil 
great  power  over  the  elements  of  air  and 
fre,  and  other  parts  of  nature -y  over  the 
brute  creation ;  and  likewife  over  the  perfons 
of  men^.     There  has  been  occafion  to  ob- 

*  Appendix  to  Inq,  p.  233.  ^  P.  ^33,  306. 

"  P.  307. 
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ferve%  that  your  notion  of  evil  having  a 
different  origin  from  good,  is  direftly  com- 
bated by  Ifaiah%  v^hen  he  introduces  Je- 
hovah as  afferting  himfelf  to  be  equally  the 
author  of  both.  From  hence  it  follov^s, 
that  the  devil  can  have  no  proper  pov^er 
over  the  elements  and  other  parts  of  nature. 
Nor  can  fiich  a  power  be  reconciled  w^ith 
innumerable  other  paiTages  of  Scripture, 
which  reprefent  God  as  the  only  fovereign 
bf  the  world,  who  alone  can  controul  the 
operation  of  natural  caufes.  Your  dodlrine 
fubverts  the  very  foundation  of  all  truft  in 
God,  and  refignation  to  his  difpofals.  It 
is  deftrud:ive  alfo  of  the  virtue  and  hap- 
pinefs  of  mankind.  Under  the  influence 
of  this  very  dodlrine,  the  benighted  Hea- 
thens afcribed  their  frofls  and  tempefts, 
their  difappointments  and  difeafes,  and  all 
the  evils  of  the  creation,  to  a  malevolent 
fpirit ;  and  thereby  plunged  ihemf ^Ives 
into  all  the  guilt,  and  all  the  mifery  of  • 
the  moft  direful  fuperflitions. 

2.  Your  dodrine  of  real  pofleffions  fub- 
verts another  fundamental  principle  of  re- 

^  Above,  p.  34,  « If.  xly.  7. 

vealed 


(        222       ) 

vealed  religion,  namely,  the  nullity  of  all 
the  heathen  gods,  or  their  abfolute  ina- 
bility to  do  either  good  or  harm  to  man- 
kind. The  prophets  of  God  in  all  ages^, 
befides  alTerting  the  fole  dominion  of  Je- 
hovah over  the  natural  world,  exprefsly 
taught^,  (what  neceffarily  follows  from  that 
aflertion)  that  all  the  objefts  of  the  heathen 
worfhip,  that  is,  all  demons,  v/ere  as  im- 
potent as  the  images  that  reprefented  them. 
Numerous  palTages  to  this  purpofe,  both 
from  the  Old  and  New  Teftament,  were 
produced  iii  the  DilTertation  on  Miracles  ^ : 
and  one  palTage  of  the  apoftle  Paul  was 
inlarged  upon  in  the  Effay^.  You  have 
not  controverted  the  meaning  of  the  for- 
mer i  but  though  it  could  not  ferve  youf 
purpofe  at  all,  you  faw  fit  to  difpute  the' 
obvious  fenfe  of  the  latter.  The  paffage 
to  which  I  refer  is  in  Paul's  epiftle  to  the 
Corinthians,  We  know  that  an  idol  is  nothing 
in  the  werldK  The  EfTay'^  alTerts,  that 
by  an  idol,    we  are  here  to  underiland   a 

f  EfTay,  p.  rSg,  190. 

s  P.  233,  et  feq.  '      ^  P.  193,  et  feq. 

*  I  Cor.  viii.  4.  ^  P.  194. 
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heathen    demon    or  deity;    and    fupports 
this    opinion    by   the    natural    import   of 
the     original     word^     and    by    the    un- 
doubted    application     of    it    in    ancient 
writers'",     as    well     as     by    feveral    very- 
great  authorities" ;  but  more  efpecially  by 
the  occafion°  on  which  it  is  here  ufed  by 
the  apoftle.     You,    Sir,    on  the  contrary 
maintain,  that  by  an  idoh  we  are  to  under- 
ftand  the  material  image.     The  firft  reafon 
you  affign  for  this  opinion  is^,  that  the 
Corinthians,    though   they   might  know, 
that  idols  of  wood  and  ftone  were  (as  the 

i  a^wAov..     See  Le  Clerc's  Supplement  to  Hammond 
on  I  Cor.  viii.  4. 

^  Effay,  p.  194,  195,  and  Elfner  on  i  Cor.  viii.  4. 

n  Le  Clerc,  in  his  Latin  verfion  of  Stanley's  Hiftory 
of  Oriental  Philofophy,  p.  176,  after  fhewing  that  the 
Heathens  called  the  gholrs  of  the  dead   It^wAa ;    and 
,  that  the  Jews  and  the  Chriftians   applied   the   term 
'ii^uy^o)!  to  the  pagan  gods  themfelves,  and  not  to  their 
imao-es  only,  adds,  Hinc  videtur  etiam  Paulus,  i  Cor. 
viii.  4.    dixiiTe  tt^wAov  efle  «^ev,  idolum  efle  nihil,  hoc 
eft,  evanidam  umbram.     I  had  referred  you  to  feveral 
interpreters  in  fupport  of  this  opinion,  Eflay,  p.  194  j 
and  yet  you  fcruple  not  to  affirm,  that  they  (the  com- 
mentators) all  iJ'f^A'UlNiovsLY  fuppofe^  that  bj  the  idol  is 
meaned^  the  material  vifwle  image^  inquiry,  p,  196,  197. 
•  Effay,  p.  196.  P  Inq.  p.  193. 

apoftle 
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lijpoftle  fpeaks*^)  dumb^  yet  they  could  not 
know  that  the  gods  themlelves  were  dumb^ 
On  the  contrary,  you  add,  they  were  often  fup-^ 
pofed  to  /peak.  The  Corinthians  in  their 
Gentile  ftate,  like  other  Gentiles,  might 
fuppofe  that  their  gods  fpoke  and  con- 
verfed  with  men  -,  but  at  their  converfion  to 
chriftiani ty*,  they  had  been  taught,  that 
their  former  objeds  of  worfliip  were  void 
of  all  the  powers  afcribed  to  them ;  a  fen- 
timent  often  inculcated  by  the  Old  Tefla- 
ment  writers',  in  pafTages  which  you 
greatly  pervert,  when  you  confine  their 
meaning  to  the  material  idoL.  You  could 
not  have  fallen  intofo  egregious  a  millake, 
had  yoti  coniidered,  that  the  Heathens 
themfelves  were  not  fo  abfurd,  as  to  be- 
lieve that  merefy  material  images  polTefled 
fenfe  and  reafon,  andfpeech':   that  their 

belief 

q  I  Cor.  xii.  2. 

*  That  the  apofile  is  here  fpeaking  of  the  knowlege 
peculiar  to  Chriitians,  is  lliewn,  Eiiay,  p.  229,  et  feq. 

r  Pf.  cxxxv.  15.     Pr.  cxv.  3.     Hab.  ii.  18. 

*  Arnobius  (adverf.  Gent.  ].  vi.)  makes  the  Hea- 
thens fay,  in  their  ov/n  defence,  Neque  nos  sera,  ne- 
que  auri  argentique  materias ^eas  efle  per  fe  deos, 
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belief  was,  that  the  gods  were  brought 
iiUQ  thefe  images  by  facred  dedication,  and 
kept  their  reiidence  there':  and  that  in 
virtue  of  their  being  inhabited  by  the  gods, 
the  images  w^ere  to  be  reo-arded  and  wor- 
fliipped  as  gods".  It  is  in  diredl oppoiition 
to  this  opinion,  that  the  prophets  re- 
prefent  the  heathen  idols  or  gods  as  mere 
fenfelefs  materials  ;  thefe  materials,  as 
they  were  not  really  inhabited  and  ani- 
mated by  any  deity,  nor  indued  with  any 
divine  power,  being  the  only  objeds  of 
their  worfliip.  In  this  view  the  repre- 
fentation  of  the  heathen  idols  or  gods  as 
only  gold  and  filver,  wood  and  ftone,  and 

We  do  not  think  brafs  and  gold  and  filver^  and  ether  ma^ 
terials  of  images^  to  be  of  themfelves  gods, 

^  Eos  in  his  colimus,  eofque  veneramur  quos  dedl- 
catio  infert  facra,  &  fabrilibus  efncit  habitare  fimu- 
lachris,  fay  the  Heathens  in  Arnobius,  ubi  fupra. 

"  If  idols  are  nothings  fays  Celfus,  (apud  Origen.  c. 
Celf.  1.  viii.  p.  393-)  'ivhat  harm  can  there  be  to  join  In, 
the  public  fejiivals  F  If  they  are  dermns^  then  it  is  certain 
that  they  are  gods^  in  vjhom  we  fhould  confide.  You  re- 
member that  Stilpo  was  condemned  by  the  Athenians 
to  baniftment,  for  denying  the  Minerva  of  Phidias  to 
be  a  real  divinity.  Sec  Gen.  xxxi.  19,  30.  ch.  xxxv.  4, 
Exod.  xxxii.   I.     Levit.  xix.  4.     Dan.  v.  4. 

a.  the 
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the  work  of  men's  hands,  was  forcible  and 
ftriking.  But  what  fenfe  is  there  in  af- 
firming concerning  a  merely  material  idol, 
that  it  is  mere  matter'' } 

You  objed:  to  my  fpeaking  of  the  heathen 
demons  or  deities  as  nullities,  and  mifre- 
prefent  me  as  aflerting,  abfolutely,  their 
non  exiftence^,  though  I  had  explained  my 
meaning  to  be,  *^  eit/jer  that  they  had  no 
exiftence,''  (<^j- demons  they  had  none)  '^  or 
that  they  were  of  no  more  account,  than  if 
they  did  not  exifl\"  What  lefs  could  the 
apoflle  mean  when  he  faid,  ''  an  idol  is 
nothing  in  the  world  ?"  You  had  no  oc- 
cafion  therefore  to  expofe  the  abfurdity  of 
inferrino:  from  this  text  the  non-exiftence 
either   of   material  images    or  of  human 

«  I  do  not  know,  why  you  quoted  Chryfoftom, 
with  approbation,  (Inq,  p.  195,  196.)  who,  in  anfwer 
to  that  queition.  Have  graven  images  no  ex'ijlence P  re- 
plies, they  are  only  Jiones  and  demons ;  unlefs  it  was  to 
Ihew  that  he  underftood  the  apoftle  in  a  fenfe  different 
from  what  you  do,  and  contradi6ted  all  the  prophets 
of  God,  who  taught  that  graven  images  were  not  in- 
habited by  demons,  nor  indued  with  any  fupernatural 
power. 

y  See  above,  p.  83.  "^  E%j  p.  224. 

fpirits, 
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fpirits.  Ridicule  mifapplied  always  returns 
upon  it's  author.  After  all,  you  feem  to 
acknowlege  every  thing  that  my  argument 
requires,  viz.  **  that  the  material  images 
ivere  reprefentafions  of  fictitious  deities^ 
which  ill  truth  are  no  gods -y  and  equally 
impotent  and  infignificant  as  the  iiiiages 
thenifehes^.  Arid  you  elfe where  allow ^, 
(what  indeed  it  would  be  abfurd  to  deny) 
that  the  facred  writers,  and  Paul  in  par- 
ticular, do,  by  the  term  demon,  de- 
fcribe  the  heathen  gods,  fuch  as  their  wor- 
ihippers  took  to  be  deified  human  fpirits''. 
Let  us  now  fee  how  far  this  confifts  with  a 

V 

a  p.   196.  ''P.   180,    181. 

c  Hereby,  I  acknowlege,  you  contradi(Sl  yourfelf : 
for  you  moft  commonly  contend,  that  by  demon 
in  the  New  Teftament  we  are  to  underfland  the 
dev'il^  or  one  of  his  angels,  Inq,  p,  186.  I  will 
not  on  this  occafion  adopt  your  polite  language  to 
Dr.  Grey,  (in  your  book  upon  Redemption,  p.  403, 
note  ).  What  miifl  the  reader  think  of  a  man  that 
thus  glaringly  contradiSls  himfelf  for  the  fake  of  ca- 
*uilllng  at  another  ?  But  I  will  fay,  that  it  is  difficult, 
even  for  men  of  learning  and  ability,  when  they  have 
adopted  a  falfe  hypothefis,  to  be  always  confiftent  with 
themfeives  in  their  defence  of  it. 

Q_2  belief 
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belief  of  the   reality  of  demoniacal  pof- 
feffion. 

If  the  demons  or  deities  of  the  Heathens 
were,  as  you  yourfelf  are  forced  to  allow, 
as  impotent  and  infignificant  as  their  i??2ages  > 
then  thefe  deities  have  no  more  power  to 
enter  and  torment  the  bodies  of  men,  and 
to  deprive  them  of  their  reafon,  or,  in  other 
words,  to  poffefs  them,  than  the  images 
have.  Now,  is  it  not  a  neceffary,  and 
moft  obvious,  confequence  from  hence,- 
that  there  never  was,  nor  can  be,  a  real 
demoniac  ?  Had  I  not  reafon  to  affirm^ 
that  Chrift  and  his  apoftles  had  entirely 
fubverted  the  doftrine  of  pofleilions  '^  ?  Ne- 
yerthelefs,  you  exclaim,  (with  due  re-* 
verence,  we  muft  prefume,)  Good  God!: 
where  is  this  to  be  feen^  ?  I  anfwer,  in  all 
thofe  paffages  of  Scripture  which  affert  the 
utter  impotence  of  all  the  demons  of  the 
Heathens.  It  was  moreover  fhewn  in  the 
Eflay,  that  God's  infpired  meflengers,  by 
eilablifliing  the  nullity  (or  if  that  word 
offends  you,  the  nothingnefs)  of  demons, 
with  refped;  to  any  power  over  mankind, 

<  Effay,  p.  314.  ^  Inquiry,  p.  198. 

took 


(      229      ) 

took  thQ  moft  proper  and  efFedual  method 
of  overturning  not  only  the  dottrine  of  pof- 
feffions,  but  all  the  other  'fuperftitions 
grounded  on  the  contrary  opinion  ^  You 
have  attempted  to  evade  this  evidence  by 
fayingS  "  that  poffeffions  are  not  £o  pro- 
perly matters  of  doftrine,  as  matters  of 
fadl."  But  I  have  ffiewn  yon  in  a  former 
letter,  that  you  muil  have  miCnterpfeted 
the  facfts  which  you  allege,  hQczu&  your 
interpretation  of  them  is  z  moR  glaring 
contradidioB  to  the  dodrine  of  all  God's 
•orophets. 

3,  Demoniacal  pofteSlons,  if  yoor  ex- 
plication of  them  be  juS:^  deftroy  the  evi- 
dence of  revelation^  or  the  force  of  thofe 
miracles  which  were  wrought  tq  zttcQ:  it^s 
divine  original.  If  all  efFefts  produced  in 
the  fyftem  of  natore^  contrary  to  the  ge- 
neral laws  by  which  it  is  governed^  or 
(in  other  words)  to  the  fixed  order  of 
caufes  and  effe^ts^,  are  proper  miracles  5 
then  fupernatoral  pofieflioiis  certainly  come 
under  this  denomination.  For  they  fuppofe 
that  evil  fpirits  inflid:  bodily  difeafes,  de- 

^  EiTsy,  p.  370— J76.  g  Inquiry,  p.  198,  199. 

0^3       /  privc 
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prive  men  of  their  reafon,  render  them' 
blind,  deaf  and  dumb,  and  produce  other 
maniacal  and  epileptic  fymptoms,  by  their 
own  immediate  agency,  contrary  to  the  ge- 
neral laws  by  which  the  human  fyftem  is 
oroverned,  or  to  the  fixed  order  of  caufes 
and  effefts  eftablifhed  in  that  fyftem^. 
Now,  if  evil  fpirits  can  perform  miracles, 
how  iliall  we  fupport  the  authority  of  thefe 
works  -?  How  fhall  we  vindicate  the  repre- 

^  It  may  be  obje6led,  that  we  have  not  a  fufEcient 
knowledge  of  the  laws  by  which  the  human  frame  is 
governed,  to  enable  us  pofitively  to  determine,  whether 
polTeffions  be  contrary  to  thofe  laws.  I  freely  acknow- 
lege,  that  had  the  queftion  concerned  any  fecret  in- 
fluence of  fplritual  invifible  agents  on  the  human  mind, 
I  could  not  pronounce  fuch  an  influence  miraculous, 
becaufe  I  could  not  prove  that  it  was  contrary  to  the 
laws  of  nature,  having  no  knowlege  of  thofe  laws  by 
which  the  world  of  fpirits  is  governed.  But  the 
queftion  concerns  outward  and  fenfible  efFecls,  ma- 
niacal and  epileptic  fymptoms,  (always  included  in 
polTeflions)  which  v/ere  often  attended  with  blindnefs, 
deafnefs,  and  other  bodily  diforders.  Now  thefe  dif- 
orders  are  known  to  proceed  from  a  bad  habit  of  body, 
and  other  natural  caufes.  And  therefore  were  they  to 
be  produced  by  the  fupernatural  agency  of  demons,  fy- 
perfeding  the  operation  of  natural  caufes,  they  would 
be  undoubted  miracles. 

fentatioa 
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fcntation  made  of  them  in  Scripture,  a& 
works  appropriate  to  God ;  or  the  ufe 
which  the  Scripture  makes  of  them,  as  in 
themfelves  authentic  and  decifive  evidences 
qf  a  divine  miffion'  ?  That  I  may  not 
repeat  what  was  urged  in  the  Effay  on  this 

fUbje£l\  I  will  only  add, 

4.  Your  explication  of  demoniacal  pof- 
ffeffions  calls  the  greateft  reflection  upon 
the  charadler  and  condud:  of  Chrift  and  his 
apoftles.  I  do  not  mean,  that  you.  Sir, 
or  others  in  your  way  of  thinking,  defigii 

^  Neverthelefs,  you  contend,  (Inquiry,  p.  189.)  that 
the  working  of  miracks  is  afcrihed  to  tkefpiriis  of  demons^ 
B.ev.  xvi.  13,  14.  withcot  taking  any  notice  of  what 
was  faid  in  the  Effay,  p.  45,  note  (§),  and  p.  218,  to 
explain  this  palTage.  How  cpuld  you  argue  from  the 
literal  fenfe  of  this  paffage,  when  you  call  it  an  eni" 
hhnailcal  reprefentation  of  what  John  faw  in  a  vi/ion  f 
Inq.  p.  i88.  Recollect:  your  own  explication  of  Rev, 
xiii.   13,  14.  in  your  Boyle's  Le6l.  v.  ii.  p.  342. 

^  See  EiTay,  p.  184,  and  p.  406,  concerning  the 
evidence  of  miracles  in  general.  How  much  your  rea- 
fonlng  difcredlts  the  miraculous  infllcfion  and  cure  of 
(|ifeafes,  in  particular,  is  fiiev/n,  Effay,  p.  403.  Oi\ 
the  other  hand,  it  has  been  Ihewn^  Effay,  p.  408,  that 
the  true  explication  pf  the  demoniacs  of  the  Gofpel, 
^ft^bliflies  the  certainty,  and  difplays  the  full  glory, 
©f  the  miracles  performed  upon  them, 

0^4  tQ 
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to  afperfe  the  firft  founders  of  chriftianity. 
Nothing  certainly  can  be  farther  from  your 
thoughts.     It  may,    however,    deferve  to 
be  confidered,  how  far  you  may  really  do, 
the  injury  you  did  not  defign.     Our  Sa- 
viour told  the  unbelieving  Jews,  the  luorks 
'that  I  do  in  ?ny  Father  s  riame^    they  bear 
witnefs  of  fne.     Amongft   thefe  works,   he 
reckons  hi$  calling  out  demons,    to  which 
he    refers    his    moft    malicious    enemies', 
Herod  and  the  Pliarifees,    for  conviftion. 
TsFow,  if  you  place  this  miracle  in  barely 
ejecting  a  fpiritual  and  invifible  being  from 
the  human  body,   and  reft  even   the  fad: 
itfelf,  his  being   ejedied,    upon  the  tefti- 
mony  and  authority  of  Chrift,   you  make 
him  offer  his  enemies  an  evidence  of  his 
xniffion,    w-hich   in*  itfelf  could    cany  no 
'   convidlion,    (and  which   therefore   w^ould 
have  been  received  as  an  infultj)    and  you 
make  him  urge   his   authority   before  he 
had  eftabliOied  it,  and  in  order  to  fupport 
the  proof  he  gave  of  it  to  thofe,  by  whom 
it  was  not  acknov/ledged.     According  to 

"  J  Mat.  xii.  28,     Luke  xiii.   ?2. 

your 
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your  mifreprefentation  of  him,  our  Saviour, 
inftead  of  faying,  with  refpeit  to  difpof- 
feffions,  T^be  ivcrks  that  I  do,  they  bear 
witnefs  of  me,  ought  to  have  faid,  I  bear 
wttnefs  of  ?ny  works.  But  no  fuch  ab- 
furdity  can  be  fixed  on  him,  who  was  the 
wifdom  of  God,  as  well  as  the  power  of 
<5od. 

With  refpedl  to   the  apoitles  and  evan- 
gelifts,    confider,    I   intreat  you,    in  how 
odious  alight  you  place  them.     They  pro- 
fefs  to  give  us  a  hiftory  of  the  great  jFafts 
upon   which  chriftianity  is  founded  j    and 
tell  us  that  they  v/ere  careful  to  relate  only 
fuch  as  they  were  either  eye-witneffes  of 
themfelves,  or  concerning  which  they  hacj 
received  certain  information  from  others. 
But  I  have  already  fliewn,  that  you  make 
them  attefl  fadts,  which,  fuppofing  them 
to  be  true,  could  not  be  knov/n  to  be  fo, 
unlefs   by  fupernatural  revelation,    which 
the  evangelifts   did  not  pretend  to.     You 
fink  the  charafter  and  credit  of  the  evan- 
gelifts   in   another  view :    for   you    make 
them  refer  to  a  fupernatural  agency,  thofe 
jTianiacal  fymptoms  which  are  known  to 

proceed 
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proceed  from  natural  caufes ;    and    thus 
to  give  a  fallacious  account  of  the  con- 
llitution  of  nature'",   and  fet  reafon   (our 
only   inflrudlor  in  natural  things)    at  va- 
riance w^ith  revelation.     Nor  is  it  mereljr 
in  thefe  views,  but  in  many  others,  elfe- 
where  taken    notice  of",    that  your  doc- 
trine has  expofed  chriilianity  to  contempt ; 
and  not  only  afforded  matter  of  impiou^ 
.  mockery  to  men   of  a  profane  difpofition^ 
but   (I  fpeak  it  from  know^lege)  proved  q. 
ftumbling  block  even   to  ferious  and  up- 
right minds  o 

Why  Ihould  you  incumber  chriilianity 
with  difticuldes  that  do  not  belong  to  it  ? 
But  nothing,  it  fliould  feem,  appears  tq 
you  fo  dreadful  %   as  admitting  two  pro-^ 

pofitionSj 

^  EfTayj  p.  402. 

"  That  your  opinion  creates  a  groundlefs  dread  of 
demons,  and  is  a  fource  of  thofe  cruel  fuperftitions, 
which  chrifiianity  was  defigned  to  abolifh,  is  fhewii, 
ElTay,  p.  399,  et  feq. 

°  The  ground  of  this  dread  feems  to  be,  an  apprehen- 
fion  that  denying  the  power  of  demons,  is  the  fame  thing 
as  denying  the  power  of  the  devil.  But  polTeiiions  do 
not  furnifh  any  convincing  proof  of  the  interpoiition  of 
any  evil  fpirit,  (as  is  fhewn,  Effay,  p.  386,  et  feq.^ 
aad  bear  no  relation  to  the  devil,  who  has  a  different 

o^ce 
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pofitions,  which  obviate  all  the  difficulties 
mentioned  above,  and  froni  which  no 
iingle  inconvenience  can  arife.  One  of 
thefe  propofitions,  is,  that  the  demons  to 
whom  polleffions  were  referred  by  the  an- 
:cients,  were  human  fpirits ;  the  other  is, 
that  by  the  poffeffions  of  demons  and  their 
difpofleffions,  fpoken  of  in  the  Nev7  Tefta- 
ment,  we  are  to  underftand  the  fymptoms 
and  cure  of  reputed  demoniacs. 

The  firft  propoiition  is  eftabliihed  both 
by  the  general  declarations  of  the  ancients, 
that  poffejtng  demons  were  the  fouls  of  the 
deceafed  3  and  by  feveral  particular  inftances 
of  perfons  faid  to  be  poffeffed  by  demons, 
when  it  appears  that  thofe  demons  were 
thought  to  be  human  fpirits.  Nor  have 
you.  Sir,  been  able  to  produce  either  one 

office  affigned  him,  that  of  tempting  men  to  fm.  But 
by  your  ranking  him  amongfl:  the  demons  fpoken  of  in 
the  New  Teftament,  you  annihilate  his  power  in  this 
refpecl  :  for  thofe  demons  are  nothing  in  the  world. 
If  you  would  not  commit  the  crime  you  are  pleafed  to 
impute  to  me,  that  of  laying  the  devil ^  and  hanijhing  him 
j^ut  of  the  world,  (Appendix  to  Inq.  p.  332.)  you  muft 
allow,  that  he  is  a  fpirit  diflind  frgm  thofe  called 
..demqns  in  Scripture, 

general 
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general  declaration,  nor  even  one  particular 
inftance,  to  the  contrary^  from  any  writer 
cither  before^  or  during,  the  time  of 
Chrift,  or  in  the  ages  immediately  fuc- 
eeeding  it.  Nay,  after  your  laboured  at- 
tempt to  difprove  this  propofition^  you  do, 
to  my  apprehenfion^  admit  its  truth 5,  when 
you  fay^^  that  the  larvae  were,  fiitpofed  to 
caufe  madnefs ;  for  the  larvas  are  exprefsly 
defer ibed  by  the  Heathens  as  mifchievous 
^  .human  fpirits ;  and  they  anfwer  precifely 
to  the  pofTelling:  demons  of  the  New 
Teilament'^, 

As  to  the  fecond  prcpofition  jufL-  now 
mentioned,  viz.  ^^  that  the  polfeflions  ancj 
difpoffeffions  fpoken  of  in  the  New  Telia- 
nie^t  are  defcriptions  only  of  the  fymptams 
of  reputed  demoniacs  and  their  cure  3  it 
has  been  {hewn  that  they  v/ere  fo  under- 
ilood  in  the  age  of  the  Gofpel  5  and  provecl 

F  Appendix  to  Lnq»  p.  31 3» 

?  See  above,  p.  38>  Rote  {J^)^  and  p»  jg.  It  fIioi?Id 
Isaye  been  oblerved  abovco,  p,  64^  note  (^),  that  the 
iate  biihop  of  Rcchefter^  in  his  iiote  on  i  Cor.  x.  20. 
Ibews,  that  by  oxiy.ona,  thercj  af e  not  meant  devils^  but 
dcmm?^  or  the^%//i^' of  dcceafcd  men, 

from 
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from  a  variety  of  confiderations,  that  they 
miift  be  Co  underftood  in  the  hiftory  of  the 
life  of  Chrift.  It  has  alfo  been  fliewn, 
that  the  evangelifls  by  defcribing  the  dif- 
order  and  cure  of  demoniacs  in  the  vulgar 
language,  did  not  make  themfelves  an- 
fvverable  for  the  hypotheiis  on  which  it  is 
built,  and  that  they  have  done  every  thing 
they  could  fitly  do,  to  guard  againft  every 
fuperilition  grounded  upon  that  hypothefis^ 
by  eftablidiing  the  utter  inability  of  de- 
mons to  do  the  leaft  good  or  harm  to  man- 
kind. I  muft  add,  that  fhould  you  be 
nble  to  overturn  the  firft  of  thefe  pro- 
pofitions,  that  would  not  affecft  the  fecond^ 
For  though  the  notion  of  poiTeffing  demons 
maintained  in  the  firft  propofition,  fur- 
nifhes  one  diftinft  argument'  againft  the 
reality  of  pofleffions ;  yet  independently  of 
that  argument,  the  reafoning  under  the 
fecond  propofition  preferves  it's  force.  In 
other  words,  v/hoever  the  pofi*effing  de- 
mons of  the  ancients  are  fuppofed  to  be, 
whether  human  fpirjts  @r  fallen  angels, 
the  demoniacal  poffeffions  and  difpoffeilions 

^  See  above,  p.  76,  77. 

mentioned 
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mentioned  in  the  New  Teftament,  can  not 
be  underftood  in  a  fenfe  different  from  that 
in  v/hich  they  are  here  explained.  One 
would  imagine,  that  you  yourfelf  defpaired 
of  carrying  your  caufe  by  fair  argument, 
and  wanted  to  preclude  all  reafoning  upon 
the  fubjedl,  when  you  refolve  the  op- 
poiition  to  your  opinion  into  a  diabolical 
agency.  The  devil  anfwers  all  your  pur- 
pofes.  Sometimes  he  confeffes  his  own 
difpoffeffion ;  and  at  other  times,  he  per- 
fuades  men,  t/jere  never  were  any  real pof- 
fejjions  at  alV^. 

I  have  now  examined  your  feveral  ar- 
guments in  fupport  of  the  reality  of  de- 
moniacal poffeffion,  whether  contained  in 
your  Inquiry  3    or  in  the  Appendix' to  it, 

paffing 

*  Inq.   p.  Ii6,  h  p.  213, 

^  In  cafting  my  eye  over  your  Appendix,  I  obferved 
the  following  pafTage,  p.  291.  "  The  having  familiar 
fplrits,  implies  pofTeffion,  or  at  leaft  obfeffion,  in  the 
very  term."  Divination  by  o3,  or  (as  that  word  is 
rendered  in  the  Englifh  tranflation)  a  fa?nUiar  fpirit^  is 
a  thing  very  diflinft  from  v/hat  is  called  in  the  Gofpel, 
being  pofleffed  or  vexed  with  evil  fpirits.  I  take  no 
notice  of  the  very  falfe  reprefentation  you  have  made 
(p.  262.)  of  the  explication  I  had  given  of  the  Hebrew 

word 
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paffing  over  only  thofe  things  that  have  no 
immediate  relation  to  this  fubjefl:.  In  the 
management  of  your  argument^  you  have 
taken  a  very  large  compafs,  and  difcovered 
confiderable  ability,  and  addrefs ;  and,  in 
my  opinion,  made  as  good  a  defence  as 
the  cafe  admits'.     And  had  riot  your  zeal 

been 

word  ob^  which  mud  appear  to  every  one  who  will 
tonfult  Differtation  on  Miracles,  p.  273,  and  p.  478 j 
where  he  will  alfo  find  a  fufficient  anfwer  to  your  ar- 
gument from  It  in  fupport  of  real  pofTefiicns.  As  to 
the  punifhment  inflicted  upon  thofe  who  pra6lifed  di- 
vination, it  was  accounted  for,  in  the  fame  Diflertation, 
p.  277.  Againfl  whom  can  your  wit  be  levelled,  when 
you  talk  of  the  abfurdity  of  punifliing  any  one  for  the 
unfavourable  make  cf  his  body  ?  There  is  one  capital 
error  runs  through  your  whole  fyftem  of  demonology, 
viz.  "  You  fuppofe  that  the  magic  of  the  Heathens  in 
all  it's  various  branches  produced  fupernatural  effe^ls." 
But  the  Scripture,  on  the  other  hand,  reprefents  their 
magic  as  founded  wholly  on  human  impofture ;  and  all 
the  o;ods  to  whom  the  mag-icians  addrefled  themfelves, 
as  utterly  impotent  and  inlignificant.  Differt.  on  Mir. 
ch.  ill.  fe6l.  3. 

^  Soon  after  the  publication  of  the  EiTay,  there  ap- 
appeared  an  anonymous  pamphlet,    entitled,    yf  Dif- 
fertation on  the  Demoniacs  of  the  Gofpels  :    An  advertife- 
ment  prefixed  to  it,  informs  the  reader,  that  it's  beino- 
printed  at  that  time,  was  owing  to  fome  things  having 

lately 
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been  fometimes  too  flrong  for  your  can- 
dour", your  performance  would  not  have 
been  liable  to  any  cenfure. 

We 

lately  been  puhlljhed  contrary  to  the  doctrine  therein  con- 
tained. But  as  this  Differtation  is  very  general,  and 
does  not  attempt  to  anfwer  any  of  the  reafonings  pe- 
culiar to  the  Effay,  and  indeed  does  not  contain  any 
thing,  but  what  may  be  found  in  your  work,  and  in 
much  earlier  publications ;  I  Ihall  take  no  farther 
notice  of  it. 

"  To  the  infiances  of  your  want  of  candour  taken 
notice  of  in  my  firft  letter  \  many  others  might  have 
been  added.  I  confcfs,  I  was  totally  at  a  lofs  to 
account  for  your  many  grofs  mifreprefentations,  fo 
much  beyond  all  example,  till  I  found  you  countenanc- 
ing the  principles  of  deception,  Appendix  to  Inquiry,  p. 
275.  Though  Micaiah  faid,  in  exprefs  terms,  2  Chron. 
xviii.  19.  I  jaw  the  Lord  fitting  upon  his  throne^  you  fay, 
youfrtfoirmrt-is^j^ot  necejfary  to  fuppofe^  that  Micaiah  had 
in  reality  any  fiich  vifi,on  ;  for  that  he  himfelf^  in  order  to 
undeceive  Ahab^  if  pdjftble^  inight  haue  contrived  this  in^ 
nocent  afid  well-'meant  fi^ion.  I  do  not  think  that  fuch 
a  fidion  (or  falfehoody  for  fuch  it  would  have  been,  if 
the  prophet  had  not  really  had  the  vifion  he  affirmed 
he  had)  can  be  juftiiied  by  any  goodnefs  of  in- 
tention. Your  maxim  would  deftroy  all  confidence 
amongll:  mankind  j  and  acting  upon  it  in  controverfial 
writings,  is  the  ready  v/ay  to  defeat  the  valuable  purr 
pofes  that  might  otherv/ife  be  anfwered  by  them.  As 
jto'Micaiah's  vifion,    (which  was  a  figurative  repre- 

fentatioA 
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We  are  both  of  us  thoroughly  perfuaded 
not  only  of  the  truth,  but  of  the  im- 
portance, of  our  refped:Ive  opinions.  It  is 
therefore  not  only  the  right,  but  the  duty, 
of  each  of  us  to  defend  his  own.  What 
ground  then  for  refentment  can  there  be 
on  either  fide  ?  If  writers  mean  only  the 
advancement  of  truth,  what  can  tempt 
them  to  have  recourfe  to  mifreprefentation 
and  calumny,  in  order  to  bear  down  an 
opponent  ?  Though  truth  be  more  pre- 
cious than  rubies,  it  is  not  of  equal  valu@ 
with  integrity.  However  laudable.it  may 
be  to  contend  earneftly  for  the  faith,  our 
zeal  muft  not  deftroy  that  charity  or  bene- 
volence to  the  whole  human  kind,  which 

fentatlon  of  God's  providence  in  permitting  Ahab  to 
be  deluded  and  undone  by  his  own  falfe  prophets)  it 
was  certainly  a  real  one  ;  as  appears  from  the  accom- 
pliftiment  of  the  prophecy  it  contained,  as  well  as  from 
the  teftimony  of  Micaiah  himfeif.  The  real  injury  you 
have  done  to  the  prophet  of  God,  gives  juft  occafioii 
to  retort  upon  you  ,thofe  harfh  cerTlures  (cited  above, 
p.  170,  171.)  which  you  very  improperly  pafTed  upon 
your  opponents  ;  but  it  becomes  m^  rather  to  leave  you  ta 
your  own  rejie^ionsy  as  you  exprefs  yourfelf  upon  another 
•ccafion,  Inq.  p.  38. 

R  it 
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It  Is  one  of  the  greateft  offices  of  faith  to 
promate*  Differences  of  opinion,  with 
refpeft  to  matters  of  dodlrine,  as  well  as 
forms  of  worfliip,  will  always  fubfift  ;  byt 
they  need  not  produce,  and,  in  well-dif-* 
pofed  minds,  do  not  produce,  any  abate- 
ment of  affeftion.  I  am,  with  all  due 
refped:,  and  with  the  lincereft  wifhes  for 
your  happinefs. 

Reverend  Sir, 
Your  moil  obedient  fervant, 

Hugh  Farmer, 


F       I       N       i       S, 


ERRATA. 

Page  30,  line  5,  over  epithet  put  (^). 

— •  54,  1.  7,  from  the  bottom  in  the  note,  dele  on, 

^—  65,  in  note  C*),  and  p.  79,   note  (•),   for  ibida 

read  id.— In  note  Q)^  p.  65,  and  in  note  (p), 

p.  79,  for  ib.  r.  id, 
»■       67,  1.  3,  in  the  notes,  for  revertantur  r,  rever* 

tatur — 1.  4,  for  revertatur  r.  revertantur* 

■  '     ■  X12,  note  (0?  dele  Inq. 

w       134,  1.  4,  for  countenance  r.  authorize. 

— ^  152,  I.  II,  for  fignlng  r.  defigning. 

I  J40,  1.  7,  after  the  word  diforder,  add,  ^^  When 
it  is  faid,  that  the  unclean  fpirits  crying, 
(that  is,  caufmg  the  demoniacs  to  cry)  with 
a  loud  voice,  came  outy  Adl.  viii.  7.  the 
meaning  is,  that  the  diforder  imputed  to, 
or  defcribed  by,  unclean  fpirits,  left  the 
patients. 

The  other  errors  being  of  little  confcquence,  of 
cafily  difcovered,  the  candid  reader  is  delired  to  correct 
ftnd  excufee 


Ptibltjhed  by  the  fame  Author, 

L 

Dissertation  on  Miracles,  de- 
ligned  to  fliew,  that  they  are  arguments 
of  a  divine  interpolition,  and  abfolute 
proofs  of  the  miffion  and  dodlrine  of  a 
Prophet. 

II. 

An  Eyamtnattom  nf  Mr.  Lemohie% 
Treatise  on  Miracles* 

III. 

An  Inquiry  into  xht  Nature  and  Dejign 
of  Christ's  Temptation  in  the  Wil- 
derness.— The  3d  edition,  with  ad- 
ditions. 

IV. 

An  Essay  on  the  Demoniacs  of  the 
New  Testament* 
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